
This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 
to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 
to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 
are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other marginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 
publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we have taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 

We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain from automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attribution The Google "watermark" you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liability can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 



at |http : //books . google . com/ 




^ 




J 






08^ 



LIBRARY 

OF THE 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. 



■•^2 

T 



GI 



Received -September.y i885. 

Accessions No. ^^7 <f'^Q. — Shelf N^o./ 



08- 



^P^i 



-%<> 




^'^^^'mi^gmmm^mm 



MAY, 1839. 

NEW BOOKS 

DIM TKIl (g@y(^§l ©IF lp>y IBLOe/S^TQ®!!^ 

BY 

J. G. & F. RIVINGTON, 

ST. PAUL'S CHURCH XMl^AJJJUJL^CEKLOO PLACE. PALL MALL. 




A TRE ATISFSfc ^a^ gStH ieH of CHRIST. 

Designed chiefly for the use of Students in Theology. 
With a Supplement, containing Replies to Ohjections, especially from unfulfilled 

rrophecy. 

By the Rev. WILLIAM PALMER, M.A. 

Of Worcester College, Oxford; Author of " Origines Liturgicse." 

In 2 vols. 8vo. 1/. Ss. {Now ready,) 
*»* The Supplement may be had separatelt/f price 6d. 

II. 

The CHURCH of ROME in her PRIMITIVE PURITY, com- 

pared with the CHURCH of ROME at the PRESENT DAY; being 

a candid Examination of her Claims to Universal Dominion. 

Addressed, in the spirit of Christian kindness, to the Roman Hierarchy. 

By JOHN HENRY HOPKINS, D,D. 
Bishop of the Protestant Episcopal Church, in the Diocese of Vermont, U. S. 

First London Edition, revised and corrected by the Author, 
With an Introduction by the Rev. HENRY MELVILL, B.D. 

In small 8vo. Hs, 6d, (Just published,) 

III. 

AMERICA and the AMERICAN CHURCH. 

By the Rev. HENRY CASWALL, M.A. 

Rector of Christ Church, Madison, Indiana ; and late Professor in the 

Theological Seminary of the Diocese of Kentucky; 

Ten Years resident in the United States. 

With Map and Plates. 

In small 8vo. 9s. dd. 



2 BOOKS PUBLISHED 

IV. 
A SUMMARY of the WRITINGS of LACTANTIUS. 

By the Rev. JACOB HENRY BROOKE MOUNTAIN, M.A. 

Vicar of Hemel Hempstead, Herts, and Rector of Blunham, Beds. 

In 8vo. 5s. 6d, 



' V. 

INSTITUTIONES PI^: or MEDITATIONS and DEVOTIONS 

Originally collected and published by H. I. in 1630; and in later Editions 
ascribed to the learned Bishop LAUNCELOT ANDREWS. 

Edited and arranged by the Rev. W. H. HALE, M.A. 
Preacher of the Charterhouse. 

In 18mo. 7s. (Now ready,) 



VI. 

An ECCLESIASTICAL DICTIONARY: 

Or MANUAL of REFERENCE, intended to supply the Student of CHURCH 

HISTORY with concise Infonnation, and an Explanation of Terms 

respecting ECCLESIASTICAL ANTIQUITIES, HISTORY, 

BIOGRAPHY, DOCTRINE, DISCIPLINE, RITUAL, 

GEOGRAPHY and ARCHITECTURE 

Edited by the Rev. S. R. MAITLAND, 
Librarian to His Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury. 

To appear Quarterly, in Parts, closely printed in double columns, and arranged 
Alphabetically. To be completed in Six Vols. 8vo. 

A Prospectus containing the Names of the Contributors and further Details 
will shortly be issued. 



VIL 
THE FOURTH PART OF 

The OLD TESTAMENT; 

With a Commentary consisting of Short Lectures for the Daily Use of Families. 

By the Rev. CHARLES GIRDLESTONE, M.A. 

Rector of Alderley, Cheshire. 

In tiiis Edition of the Holy Bible it has been the chief object of the Editor 
to fiimish Families with an Exposition for Daily Reading. The Scripture is 
divided into paragraphs of a convenient length, and the explanatory and prac- 
tical matter is digested, under each portion, into one consecutive Lecture, so as 
to demand of the Reader no previous study or attention. 

In 8vo. 9*. {Now ready.) 
Lately published, Parts I., 11. and III., price 9*. each. , 



BY J. G. & F. RIVINGTON. 3 

VIII. 
THE SECOND EDITION OF 

PORTRAIT of an ENGLISH CHURCHMAN, 

By the Rev. WILLIAM GRESLEY, M.A. 
Author of " Ecclesiastes Anglicanus, a Treatise on Preaching." 

Small 8vo. 7s. 

IX. 

PRIZE ESSAY, 

The PAROCHIAL SYSTEM ; an Appeal to English Churchmen. 

By the Rev. HENRY W. WILBERFORCE, M.A. 

To this Essay the Prize of Two Hundred Guineas, offered by the Christian 
Influence Society, has been adjudged by the Rev. Dr. Dealtry and the Rev. 
Professor Scholefield. 

Second Edition. Small 8vo. Ss, 6d. 

X. 

THE concluding SERIES OF 

The BIOGRAPHY of the EARLY CHURCH. 

Forming the Fifteenth Volume of the Theological Library. 

Contents: — Origin — Cyprian — Novatian — Dionysius of Alexandria — Paul 

of Samosata. 

By the Rev. R. W. EVANS, M.A. 

Vicar of Tarvin, and Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. 

In small 8vo. With Frontispiece, 6s, 
Lately published, The First Series. With Frontispiece, Small 8vo. 6s, 

XI. 

A VINDICATION of the APOSTOLICAL SUCCESSION. 

By the Rev. JOHN SINCLAIR, M.A. F.R.S.E. 
Of Pembroke College, Oxford ; Minister of St. Paul's Chapel, Edinburgh. 

In 12mo. (In the Press,) 

XII. 
PRACTICAL INTRODUCTION to LATIN PROSE COMPOSITION. 

By THOMAS KERCHEVER ARNOLD, M.A. 

Rector of Lyndon, and late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. 

In 8vo. (In the Press.) 

Lately published by the same Author, 
A PRACTICAL INTRODUCTION to GREEK PROSE COMPOSITION. 

In Svo. 58. 6d, 



4 BOOKS PUBLISHED 

XIII. 

The CLOUD of WITNESSES: 

A S£RI£S of DISCOURSES on the Eleventh Chapter of St. Paul's Epistle 

to the HEBREWS. 

By the Rev. JAMES S. M. ANDERSON, M.A. 

Chaplain in Ordinary to the Queen; Chaplain to the Queen Dowager; and 

Perpetual Curate of St. George's Chapel, Brighton. 

In 8vo. (Nearli/ ready,) 
XIV. 

ECCLESIASTICAL BIOGRAPHY ; 

Or LIVES of EMINENT MEN, connected with the History of Religion 

in England ; from the Commencement of the Reformation to the 

Revolution; selected and illustrated with Notes. 

By the Rev. CHRISTOPHER WORDSWORTH, D.D. 

Master of Trinity College, Cambridge. 

Third Edition, revised, with additional Notes, and other improvements. 

Printed uniformly with the " Christian Institutes," by the same Editor. 

In Four Vols. 8vo. (Nearly ready.) 

XV. 

THE FOURTH EDITION OF 

A PLAIN and SHORT HISTORY of ENGLAND for CHILDREN: 

In Letters from a Father to his Son. With a Set of Questions 
at the end of each Letter. 

By the DEAN OF CHESTER, 
Editor of the " Cottager's Monthly Visitor." 

With Frontispiece, 2s. 6rf. half-bound. 



XVI. 

S. JOANNIS CHRYSOSTOMI HOMILIiE in MATTHiEUM. 

Textum ad fidem Codicum MSS. castigavit, variis Lectionihus et 

Adnotatione critica instruxit FREDERICUS FIELD, A.M. 

Coll. S.S. Trin. Cantah. Socius. 

In 3 vols. 8vo. (In the Press.) 



XVII. 

A FOURTH VOLUME of PAROCHIAL SERMONS. 

By JOHN HENRY NEWMAN, B.D. 
Vicar of St. Mary the Virgin's, Oxford, and Fellow of Oriel College. 

In 8vo. 10s. 6d, 
Lately published, New Edition of Vols. I., II. and III., price 10«. 6d, each. 



BY J. G. & F. RIVINGTON. O 

XVIII. 

The PRINCIPLES of the JESUITS, developed in a Collection of 

Extracts from their own Authors: to which are prefixed, a Brief Account 

of the Origin of the Order, and a Sketch of its Institute. 

In 8vo. Ss, 
Lateli/ published, CONSTITVTIONES SOCIETATIS JESU. 8vo. 98.6d. 

XIX. 

SERMONS, 

Preached chiefly in the Chapel Royal at Whitehall. 

By FREDERICK OAKELEY, M.A. 

Fellow of Balliol College, Prebendary of Lichfield, and one of the Preachers 

at Whitehall. 

In 8vo. lOs, 6d, 



XX. 

INSTRUCTIONS for the USE of CANDIDATES for HOLY 
ORDERS, and of the PAROCHIAL CLERGY, as to Ordination, Licenses, 
Induction, Pluralities, Residence, &c. &c. with Acts of Parlia- 
ment relating to the above, and Forms to be used. 
Fifth Edition, containing all the recent alterations in the Laws relating to 

the Clergy, 

By CHRISTOPHER HODGSON, 

Secretary to His Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury. 

In 8vo. 9s. 



XXI. 

A SECOND VOLUME OF SERMONS. 

By HENRY MELVILL, B.D. 

Minister of Camden Chapel, CamberweU; and late Fellow and Tutor of 

St. Peter's College, Cambridge. 

Second Edition. In 8vo. 10s. 6d. 

Lately published, 

The THIRD EDITION of the FIRST VOLUME. 

8yo. 10s. 6d. 

XXII. 

SERMONS, DOCTRINAL and PRACTICAL. 

To which is added, an Assize Sermon. 

By the Rev. WILLIAM HO WORTH, M.A. 

Rector of Whitton c. Thurlston, Suffolk; and Curate of March, Isle of Ely, 

In 12mo. 4s. 6d. 



O BOOKS PUBLISHED 

XXIII. 
THE TWENTY-SECOND EDITION OF 

DEBRETT'S COMPLETE PEERAGE of the UNITED KING- 

DOM of ENGLAND and IRELAND. 

Corrected to the present time. With the Arms of the Peers. 

In Post 8vo. 1/. Ss, (Now ready,) 

Also (uniformly printed) 

The Seventh Edition of DEBRETT'S BARONETAGE of ENGLAND. 

Including an Account of the Baronets created at Her Majesty's Coronation. 

With the Arms of the Baronets. 

1/. 5*. 

XXIV. 

SECOND SERIES OF 

HOURS of DEVOTION, 

For the Promotion of True Christianity and Family Worship. 

Translated from the German. 

By E. J. BURROW, D.D. F.R.S. and F.L.S. 

In 8vo. {Preparing for publication,) 

Lately published, the Second Edition of the First Series. 8vo. 12s. 

XXV. 

An INTRODUCTION to the CRITICAL STUDY of ECCLESI- 

ASTICAL HISTORY, attempted in an Account of the Progress, 

and a Short Notice of the Sources, of the 

History of the Church. 

By JOHN GOULTER DOWLING, M.A. 

Of Wadham College, Oxford; Rector of St. Mary-de-Crypt, Gloucester. 

In Svo. 98, 

XXVI. 

A COMPANION to the FIRST LESSONS for the SERVICES 
of the CHURCH, on Sundays, and the Fasts and Festivals. 

By JAMES DUKE COLERIDGE, LL.D. 

Rector of Lawhitton, and Vicar of Lewannick, Cornwall, and Prebendary of 

Exeter Cathedral. 

In small Svo. Ss, 6d. 

XXVII. 

Not TRADITION, but SCRIPTURE. 

By P. N. SHUTTLEWORTH, D.D. 

Warden of New College, Oxford. 

Second Edition. Small Svo. ds, 6d, 



BY J. G. & F. RIVINGTON. 7 

xxviii. 

An ABRIDGMENT of HOOKER'S ECCLESIASTICAL POLITY. 

By the Rev. J. B. SMITH, D.D. M.R.S.L. 

Head Master of Horncastle Grammai School; Author of the " Manual of the 

Rudiments of Theology." 

In 12mo. {Preparing for publication,) 
XXIX. 

The ANNUAL REGISTER: or a VIEW of the HISTORY 

and POLITICS of the Year 1838. 

In 8vo. 1 6s. {In the Press,) 

Lately published^ the Volume for the Year 1837. 8vo. 16s. 



XXX. 

THE SEVENTH EDITION OP 

A COMMENT on the COLLECTS appointed to be used in the 

Church of England before the Epistle and Gospel on Sundays 

and Holydays throughout the Year. 

By JOHN JAMES, D.D 
Prebendary of Peterborough. 

12mo. 65. 



XXXI. 

THE SECOND EDITION OF 

LECTURES on the PROPHETICAL OFFICE of the CHURCH, 
Viewed relatively to ROMANISM and POPULAR PROTESTANTISM. 

By JOHN HENRY NEWMAN, B.D. 
Fellow of Oriel CoUege, and Vicar of St. Mary the Virgin, Oxford. 

In 8vo. 105. 6J. 



XXXII. 

THE FIFTH EDITION OF 

SPECULUM GREGIS ; or, Parochial Minister's Assistant. 
By the Rev. R. B. EXTON. 

" He understands but little of the nature and obligations of the priestly office, who 
thinks he has discharged it by performing the public appointments.' — Bishop Burnet, 

" The readiest way of finding access to a man's heart ' is to go into his house.' " — 
Chalmers* Christian and Civic Economy, 

Price 5s, hound in roan, with a clasp. 



RELIGIOUS BOOKS FOR GENERAL READING. 



IS UNIFORM VOLUMES, PRICE 6«. EACH, THE 

THEOLOGICAL LIBRARY. 

EVlTOnS: 
The VEN. ARCHDEA.CON LYALL, M.A. 
The REV. HUGH JAMES ROSE, B.D. 



VOLUMES PUBLISHED: 

I. 

The LIFE of WICLIF. 

By CHARLES WEBB LE BAS, M.A. 

Principal of the East India College, Herts; and late Fellow of Trinity College, Carabrldge. 

Portrait. 6f. 

II. 

The CONSISTENCY of the whole SCHEME of REVELATION with 
ITSELF and with HUMAN REASON. 

By PHILIP NICHOLAS S HUTTLEWORTH, D.D. 

Warden of New College, Oxford ; and Rertor of Foxley, Wilts. 

0f. 

III. VI. Till. 

HISTORY of the REFORMED RELIGION in FRANCE. 

By EDWARD SMEDLEY, M.A. 

Late Fellow of Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge. 

In Tluree Yolames. fftth Fourtem Portraitt, 18«. 

IV. V. 

The LIFE of ARCHBISHOP CRANMER. 

By CHARLES WEBB LE BAS, M.A. 

Principal of the East India College, Herts; and late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge^ 

2 Vols. PortraU; 12*. 

VII. XII. 

SCRIPTURE BIOGRAPHY. 

By R. W. EVANS, M.A. 

Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge; and Aathor of the " Rectory of Valehead." 

2 Vols. 12«. 

IX. X. 

HISTORY of the CHURCH in SCOTLAND. 

By the Rev. M. RUSSELL, D.D. 

Aathor of the *' Connection of Sacred and Profane History." 

2 Vols. PortraUt, 12s. 

XI. 

The LIFE of BISHOP JEWEL. 

By CHARLES WEBB LE BAS, M.A. 

Principal of the East India College, Herts ; and late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. 

Portrait. 6f. 

XIII. 

The LIFE of ARCHBISHOP LAUD. 

By CHARLES WEBB LE BAS, M.A. 

Principal of the East India College, Herts ; and late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. 

Portrait. 6$, 

XIV. XV. 

BIOGRAPHY of the EARLY CHURCH. 

By the Rev. R. W. EVANS, M.A. 

Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge ; and Aothor of the *' Rectory of Valehead." 

2 Vols. 12s. 



RIVINGTONS, ST. PAUL'S CHURCH YARD & WATERLOO PLACE. 



COMPARATIVE VIEW 



OF THE 



Cimt:t|>eg 



OF 



ENGLAND and ROME. 

SECOND EDITION, WITH AN APPENDIX, 

C0NTAINI.VO 

Some Explanatory Notes 



CHURCH AUTHORITY, THE CHARACTER OP SCHISM, AND THE ROCK, ON 

WHICH OUR SAVIOUR DECLARED, THAT HE WOULD 

BUILD HIS CHURCH. 



BY 

HERBERT MARSH, D.D.P.R.S, 

MARGARET PROFESSOR OF DIYINITT^ IN THE 

uNivERsrnr of Cambridge. 



LONDON; 

PRINTED FOR P, C. AND J, RIVINCTON, ST. PAULAS CHURCH-YARD J 
AND DEIOHTONS, NICHOLSONS, AND BARRETT, CAMBRIDGE* 

By B.'and R. Gitbert, St, John't-Squaret ClerkenmtU 
1816, 



Af3 



enteten at %tationet)e!<!|>aa« 



CONTENtS. 



Chap. t. 

Of the fundamental difference beiwetn the Churches 
iff England and Rome, in respect to Articles of 

Judith. The latter founds it$ doctrines on two 

equal and independent authorities. Scripture and 

Tradition. The former founds its doctrines on 

Scripture alone. — --The difference between the 
tvdo Churches, in this respect, stated and explained. • 1 

Chap. II. 

Jppeai to the Ciouncil of Trent. — • Previous remarks 

on the use of terms. Proof from the Decrees 

and Canons jf this Council, that the Church of 
Rome acknowledges, in Scripture a$id Tradition^ 
two equal and independent authorities for DoctrineSi 

or Rules of Faith. Influence of Tradition, as 

a Rule of Faith, on the Doctrines of the Church of 
RomCi exemplified by those Decrees and Canons. 
-T — Concluding remarks on the authority of the 
Council itself « . . 4 . ^ « ^ « « • ^ 1? 

Chap. IIL 

Appeal to the liturgy^ Articles^ and Homilies, in proof 

of the position, that the Church of England rqects 

the authority ()/*Tradition/ as a Rule of Faith, and 

founds its doctrines on the sole authority of Scripture. 

Effects of that rgection exemplifitd in a review 

of our Doctrinal Articles \ »••••••• S9 



IV CONTENTS. 

Chap. IV. 

Page 
Examination of the question, Whether the Divine and 

Apostolical Traditions, which are supposed to con* 

stitute the Unwritten Word of God, or Tradition as 

a Hule of Faith, have a real, or only an imaginary 

existence.'-^Previous explanatory remarks. — Proof 

that there is no foundation for their alleged existence. 

■I The ryection of Tradition, as a Rule of Faith, 

the vital principle of the Reformation ...'.. 5& 

Chap.V. 

Difference between the Churches of England and Rome 
in respect to the Canon of Scripture. — ^ — The latter 
admits, as canonical, various books atid parts of books, , 
in the Old Testament, which the. former considers as 
ApocryphaL^'^^ History of the Canon of the Old 
Testament, as contained in the Septuagint and the 
Vulgatej-'^'^The Canon of the Old Testament, which 
was sanctioned by our Saviour, the sole Canon to be 
received by Chrisiians.^''-^^Proof, that this Canon^ 
is the Canon of the Church of England. — — O/i the 
oih^r hand, ike Canon of the Old Testament, adopt- ' 
ed by the Church of Rome, received the sanction, 
nMher of Christ, nor of his Apostles • . • . . 76 

Chap. VI. 

Remarks on the additional influence, which the differ- 
ence between the two Churches, in regard to the 
Canon of Scripture; -mmt have had on their respective 

Doctrines. Influence of Tradition on the sense 

of Scripture, when applied as a rule for the inter- 
pretation of it. The sense of Scripture further 

tflfected by' the Latin translation, to which alone the 

Church of Rome allows an appeal in controversies 

of Faith. — *-^ Statement of the Doctrines, which 

/distinguish the Church of Rome, as given in the 

Q^ Treut Corfession of Faith H!8 



COiJTENTS. V 

Chap. VIL 

Page 

Of Chureh'^Cetemomes, and the Tradition which is 
called EcclesvsLS^cal.-'-'^Explanation of our Thirty^ 

fourth Article. Defence of the Principles^ on which 

the Church of England has acted in regard to Cere- . 

monies. Consequences of confounding the Tra^ 

dition of Ceremonies with the Tradition of Doc- 
trines* Additional remarks on the nUsapprC'* 

hension of terms in regard to Tradition in general .^ 127 

Chap, VIII. 

Difference between the Churches of England and Rome 
in the exercise of CAttrcA-Authority.— -TA^ objec- 
tions to thejirstsentenceofour Twentieth Article stated, 
and examined; especially in reference to the right of 

private judgment in matters of Fedth, Proof that 

the Church of England carries its authority no fur- 
ther, than is absolutely necessary for its own preser- 
vation ; arid moreover^ that this authority is exercUed 
on the same principle^ and carried only to the safne 
extent, as by Protestants in general, the Dissenters 
themselves not excepted 155 

Chap. IX. 

Proof, that the Church of Rome not only carries its 
authority further, than is necessary for its own pre- 
servation, but tliat its authority is exercised in such 
a manner, as to extinguish the right of private judg- 
ment in its own members, and to trample on the 
Rights of all other Churches 177 

Chap. X. 

The Proof of the preceding Proposition, continued and 
concluded £01 

Appendix . £51 




COMPARATIVE VIEW, 

Sfc. S(c. 
CHAP. I. 

OF THE FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE 
CHURCHES OF ENGLAND AND ROME, IN RESPECT? 

TO ARTICLES OF FAITH. ^TJjE LA'ITER FOUNDS 

ITS DOCTRINES ON TWO ECJUAL AND INDEPEN- 
DENT AUTHORITIES, SCRIPTURE AHiD TRADITION. 

^THE FORMER FOUNDS ITS DOCTRINES ON 

SCRIPTURE ALONE. TH:6 DIFFERENCE BE- 
TWEEN THE TWO CHURCHES, IN THIS RESPECT, 
STATED AND EXPLAINED. 

Xn taking a comparative view of the Churches 
of England and Rome, the Doctrines, respectively 
maintained by the two Churches, present themselves 
as the objects of primary consideration. The truth 
or falsehood of a religion is the truth or falsehood of 
Its doctrines : for alterations may be made, both in 
the ceremonies of a Church, and in the authority 
of a Church, without affecting the truth of the 
religion, which it professes. But that we may be 
enabled to judge of the truth or falsehood of Doc- 
trines, we must previously know on wheAjbundation^ 
they ara built. In the first place then we must 
inquire into the fundamental diflFerence between the 
two Churches, in respect to their Doctrines : and, 
when it has been proved that the two Churches art 

A 
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fundamentally distinct^ we must in the hext place 
inquire, whether the foundation, on which the 
Church of Rome^ has built, (independently of the 
foundation common to both Churches) 10 composed 
of solid, or of sandy materials. The decision of 
this question will enable us to judge, whether the 
Doctrines, which distinguish the Church of Rome 
from the Church of England, are true or false. When 
the /a//er question has been determined, which is of 
p^cpliar importance at the present juncture, and has 
been rendered more so by the attempts to conceal 
the differences which we are chiefly concerned to 
know, we may proceed to the examination of the 
principles, on which the two churches have acted in 
regard to Church-Ceremonies. And lastly we may 
consider the principles, on which they have acted in 
the exercise of Church-Authority ; a subject, that 
will lead to the consideration, of other subjects con- 
nected with it, which are now of great practical 
importance. 

In the first place then let us endeavour to prove, 
that the two Churches, in respect to Doctrines, are 
fundamentally distinct. For this purpose, it is 
necessary to shew, not only, that they differ in many 
single articles of faith, but that the faith of the one 
is founded on a different basis from the faith of 
the other; qr (to change the metaphor) that the 
sourcesy from which the two Churches derive their 
Articles of Faith, are not the same. If this be true, 
there is no agreement, either in Church-Authority, 
or in Church-Ceremonjes, which can remove that 
inherent distinction. Not, that they do agree in 
either of these respects, not even, as is pretended, 
in the exercise of Church- Authority^ as will hereafter 
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be shewfi, when we have examined the sdur/;es of 
Faith, and the doctrines, which thence respective^ 
flow. 

That there is o;ie source of Christian Faith^ which 
13 common to the two Churches may be readily 
granted : for tlie authority of th^ Bihlty however 
variously interpreted^ is admitted by Christians of 
^very description. But if the Bible is the sole foun- 
tain of Christian Faith to the Church of England, 
and not the sole fountain of Christian Faith to the 
Church of Rome, the authority admitted jby the 
latter, in addition to the authority of the Bible, must 
constitute an essential difference between the two 
churches. Now this essential difference can be re* 
•moved by no other means, than by shewing, either 
that the Church of Rome does not add to the Bible 
an authority considered as equal to the Bible^ or 
that the Church of England agrees in such addition 
with the Church of Rome. No attempt has been 
made to demonstrate either of these propositiow^ 
in clear and express terms. But some authority 
(it is said) is recognised by both Churches, in 
addition to the authority of the Bible: and the 
bare recognition of a iecond. authority is sufficient 
(as is further said) to place the two Churches on . 
a level. This argument has certainly involved 
the present question in great confusion; and thla 
very confusion has enabled the advocates of the 
Church of Rome to draw conclusions in its favour^ 
which they could not have drawn, if the propo** 
nition bad been stated with precision* For the 
additional authority, recognised by the Church of 
Momfi, is regarded as something both cffual to^ 
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and independent of the Bible: whereas the Church 
of Englan/i acknowledges no authority, but such 
as is wholly and solely dependent on the Bible. 
When we appeal to our Liturgy and Articles, 
which is done only in arguing with those who 
have previously acknowledged them, we do not 
appeal to tbeoi as documents, having validity in 
themselves, but as documents having no other 
validity, than what they derive from the Bible; 
ag documents, which are only so far valid as they 
agree with the Bible. On the other hand, when' 
a Romanist appeals to Tradition, as a Rule of Faith, 
he appeals to an authority, neither derivedfrom nor 
in any way dependent on, the Bible. He regards 
Tradition as an authority, which existed even before 
the New Testament: as an authority proceeding 
eqtudly from Christ and his Apostles, though trans- 
mitted through a different channel; as an authority 
conveying doctrines, delivered orally by the Apostles, 
and recorded in the works of the Fathers. 

That this representation of Romish Tradition,and 
of the consequent characteristic difference between 
the two Churches, is perfectly correct, appears from 
the representations, which have been made on that 
subject, by the most distinguished among the Romish 
writers themselves. It will be sufficient however to 
quote the explanations, which have been given in the 
works of Cardinal Bellarmine, and in the theological 
lectures at the College of Maynooth. We may 
appeal to Bellarmine, as the most acute, the most 
methodical, the most comprehensive, and at the same 
time one of the most candid, among the contro- 
versialists of the Church of Rome. And we appeal to 
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the theological Lectures, now given in the College 
of Maynootby as officially expressing (what we 
are b%hly concerned to knovy) the system of 
Divinity, now taught in the United Kingdom to 
the Clergy of that Church '. Further when such 
authorities agree^ as they do on the subject of 
Tradition^ they may be considered as expressing 
the general sentiments of that Church. But nei- 
ther the works of Bellarmine, nor the Lectures of 
Maynooth, nor the Exposition of Bossuet (which 
will not be left unnoticed,) are here quoted, on the 
subject of Tradition^ for any other purpose, than to 
explain the state of the question. For when the 
question has been stated and explained, which is 
the sole object of the present chapter, a further 
appeal will be made, in the following chapter, to the 
decrees and canons of the Council of Trent, which 
officially declare the tenets of the Church of Rome. 

The explanations of Tradition^ which have been 
given by Cardinal Bellarmine, are contained in his 
Treatise on " The word of God:' (De Verbo Del) 
The three first books of this Treatise, relate to the 
written Word of God (Verbum Uei scriptum) as con- 
tained in the Old and New Testament But the 
fourth book, which relates wholly to Tradition^ is 
entitled * Of the unwritten Word of God (De Verbo 
Dei non scripto) ; and declares therefore by its very 
title, the quality of the Tradition, which is the sub'' 

< The substance of the theological Lectures, given m thd 
College of Maynooth, is contained in the following Work^^Trae* 
iatus de Eccksi^ Christie ad usum Theologia Candidatorum. 
Jccedunt dua Appendices^ de Traditione, et Conciliis generali* 
bus, Autore L. JE. Delahogue. Dt^linii^ 1809. 8vp. 
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ject of that book. In the second chapter of this Work^ 
Beilarmine observes that, though the term Traditioni 
in its mMi extensive sense, may be applied to written, 
as well as to unwritten doctrines, it is commonly used 
in the latter sense ^. But, as he further observes. 
Such docrines are called unwritten doctrinesif in 
contradistinction to the written doctrines, or Scrip* 
turCf not because such doctrines are no where 
written, but because they were not written by the 
authors themselves^. They were written by the 
Greek and Latin Fathers \ Beilarmine then pro- 
ceeds to describe the kinds of Tradition. The 
first kmd he calls divine Tradition; which relates to 
doctrines delivered to the Apostles by Christ himself^ 
but which, though taught also by the Apostles, were 
left by them unrecorded. The second kind he calls 
apostolical Tradition; which relates to Doctrines, 
likewise tau^t by the Apostles, and likewise left 
unrecorded; yet so far differing from the former 
kind, that the Apostles received them not from the 
instructions of Christ, but from the dictates of the 
Holy Spirit^. Now Doctrines, taught by the 

^ Nomen traditionis generale est, et significat omnem doc<« 
trinam, sive scrlptam, dve non scriptam, qiue ab uno com-' 
municatur alteri.— -Tamesti vero traditionis nomeu generale sit, 
tamen hoc ipsum nomen accommodatum est a Theologis ad sig- 
nificandam tantum doctrinam non tcriptam. Lib. iv. cap. 2, 

' Vocatur autem doctrina non scripta, non ea quae nusquam 
flcripta est, sed quae non scripta est a primo quctore. lb. ib* 

^ A catalogue of the Fathers, who are supposed to be the 
principal recorders of the unioriiten Word is given by Cardinal 
Baronius in his Annales Ecclesiastic!, Tom* I. p*412 — 418. 

* Divina dicuntur, qus acceptse sunt ab ipso* Christa 
Apostolos docente, et nusquam in divinis Uteris inveniuntur.-^ 

ApQstoUcat 
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ApostleSy whether originally received from Christ 
himself y or afterwards suggested to them by the Hol^ 
Spirit y were, in either case, doctrines apostolical t 
and hence the term ' apostolical,' though used ai^ 
an epithet descriptive of the second kind, is fre- 
quently applied also to Tradition of the Jirst kind. 
On the other hand, the term * divine,' though. 
Bsed as an epithet descriptive of the Jirst kind, is 
Applied also to Tradition of the second kind. 
For Doetrines, suggested to the Apostles by 
the Holy Spirit, were no less divine, than the 
Doctrines, which they had received from Christ 
himself ^ It appears then, that both kinds may 
properly be referred to one and the same class: 
and they frequently are so referred. Indeed they are 
always comprehended in the term * Tradition/ whea 
Tradition is used, as at present, to denote the unf 
itoritteA JVord of God: fof they are nothing less, than 
the constituent parts of that unwritten Word ^. 

But beside the two kinds of Traditioti, which 
thus constitute (or are supposed to constitute) the 
t^maritten Word of God, there is a tMrd kind of 
Tradition mentioned by Bellarroine, which must be 
carefully distinguished from the two former, as it is 
totally dijferent from them, both in origin, and in 

ApastoluuB traditiones proprle dlcuiltur ilte, quae ab Apo&hJU 
institutae sunt, non tamen sine as8istenti& Spiritus Sancti, et 
nihilominus non extant scriptae in eorum epiatolis. lb. ib. 

^ Hence Bellarmine in the samie chapter observes^ ^ Soleut 
tamen interdum etiam divina traditiones diet apo^toUcce^ et 
aposfolica dicuntur divirue* 

^ This will further appear from another quotation about the 
UMoriften Word, where Bellarmine describes it as consisting of 
the divine and apostolical traditions. See the following Note 1 1. 
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quality. The two former, as we have already seen, 
claim a divine origin : and indeed, unless a divine 
origin were ascribed to them, they could not be ai 
all considered as a part of God's Word. But the 
third kind of Tradition is confessedly of human 
origin ; and it is described as such by the Romish 
writers themselves. Nor is the third kind of Tra- 
dition less different in quality than in origin. The 
two former relate to Doctrines^ or Articles of Faith; 
and are received by the Church of Rome as a Rule 
of Faith. But the third kind relates merely to 
Church Ceremonies, and is called therefore the Tra- 
dition of the Church, or Ecclesiastical Tradition. 
Now this Ecclesiastical Tradition Bellarmine de- 
scribes as consisting of certain ancient^ customs (con- 
suetudiues qucedam antiqua,) which having origi- 
nated^ partly in the practice of the Bishops, partly 
in the practice of the People, have gradually, and by 
tacit consent, acquired the force of a law \ , 

The same threefold division, which is made by 
Cardinal Bellarmine, is made also in the theological 
Lectures at Maynooth, as appears from the treatise 
De Ecclesii Christi^, where Tradition is likewise 
divided into the tt^ree kinds of divine^ apostolical, 
and ecclesiastical. But, as the explanations, which 
are there given on the subject of Tradition, accord 
exactly with those of Bellarmine, it is unnecessary 
to repeat them, though the coincidence itself is 
worthy of our notice. Supported therefore by these 

' EededasticcB traditiones proprie dicuntur consuetudines 
quaedam antiquae, vel a prs&latis vel a populis inchoaUe, quae 
paulatim, tacito consensu populorum, vim legis obtinuerunt 
Ib.ib. 9P, 398* 
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authorities, I will proceed to 2^ further inves' 
of the Tradition, which the Church of 
ceives as the unwritten Word of God^ and which 
it regards as a Rule of Faith^ equally with the 
written Word. 

In this investigation we have manifel^tly no con- 
> cem with any other kinds •f Traditi6n than those 
which constitute (or are supposed to constitute) the 
unwritten Word of God. We are concerned then 
wholly and solely with what are called divine and 
^fpostolical Traditions. This indeed is very clearly 
stated in the Treatise, De Ecclesid Christi "*. " Qu83 
nunc movetur controversia (says the author of that 
Treatise) est tantum de divinis et apostoUcis traditi« 
onibus." Whether any such traditions can be proved 
to existy that is, whether any doctrines recorded by 
the Fathers, but not recorded in the New Testar 
ment, can be shewn to be really of divine and 
apostolical origin, is a question which will be ex- 
amined hereafter. Our present object is to ascertain, 
what the tenets of the Church of Rome, in respect to 
Tradition, really are: for till the subject of discussion 
is understood^ it is useless to argue about its truth, 
or falsehood. Now the subject of Tradition, which. 
to the Church of Rome, is a Rule of Faith, how-* 
ever intelligible it may be thought by those, who have 
not examined it in all its bearings, is really one of 
the most intricate subjects in dogmatic theology. 
And it will be absolutely impossible to conduct with 
precision our present inquiry, unless this Rule of 
Faith be kept free from intermixture with any 
other kinds of Tradition, than those, of which 

•* lb. 
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it is com/kT^e^. We must be careful then to avoid 
the confusion, which whould now arise^ from 
a reference to the thirty-fourth Article of- out* 
Church; though that Article relates ejppressly to 
Tradition. And it is the more necessary to guard 
Ugainst this confusioui because the danger of falling 
into it is so much the greater ^ as tjhe thirty-fourth • 
Article is the only one^ among the thirty^nine, in 
which the term * Tradition^* occurs. But it is 
eddenty that the term is there used, in no other 
sense, than that, which b affixed by Bellarmine to' 
the third kind of Tradition. Thi^ kind of Tradition 
is called, as we have seen, ecclesiastical Tradition. 
Now the very title of the thirty-fourth Article is, 
* Of the Traditions of the Church f an exprfessioti 
evidently synonymous with ecclesiastical Traditions. 
And if any doubt remained about the similarity of 
iheir meaning, that doubt would be removed by the 
contents of the Article. " It is not necessary (say* 
this article) ** that Traditions and Ceremonies be in 
all places " one or utterly like." Again, says thig 
Article, " Whosoever, through his private judge-' 
** ment, willingly and purposely doth openly break 
*'the Traditions snd Ceremonies of the Church, 
*'&c." Since then in this Article traditions B,nd 
ceremonies are thus mentioned together^ they must 
necessarily be understood as having a similar mean- 
ing. And this meaning exactly corresponds with 
the description given by Bellarmine of ecclesiastical 
Tradition ; or Tradition, which relates, sfi he says, to 
certain ancient customs (consuetudines juadam anti- 
qtuB.) This Article therefore was merely intended to 
oppose the tenet of the Church of Rome, that customs^ 
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or ceremonies of the Church, sanctioned by traditional 
and immemorial usage, had the force of a laip^ and 
could not be changed. It is in the sivth Article, 
as also in the twentieth, and the twenty ^sty that 
our Church opposes Tradition, as a RtUe ^ Faith, 
though the term * Tradition' is not Mee/intimn. 

The Subject of inquiry being now explained, let 
us proceed to the stat6 of the qaesticxi, as it afiects 
tiie Church of Rome on the one band, and the 
Church of England on the other. Now the state of 
the question^ in reference to the two Churches, is 
delivered by Bellarmine in the following words. 
^' fFe (says Bellarmine) assert, that the necessary 
'^ doctrine, wbetherrelating to faith, or to morals, 
^^ is hot all expressly contained in Scripture ; and 
*' therefore, that beside the written Word of God, 
*^ there is a necessity for an unwritten Word, that 
^' is the divine and apostolical traditions. But th^ 
\* (namely the Protestants) teaeh, that all things 
** necessary to faith and morals are contained in 
^^ the Scriptures^ and therefcH'e that there is no need 
** of any umvritten Word "." 

Having thus explained the characteristic dif- 
Jerence betwei?n the Church of Rome, and all 

" Nos agserimus in Scrifituris wm eontineri expfjesse itfkMi 
doctrinasn necessariam, sivede fide, sive de morib us ; et prcnnde, 
praeter Verbum Dei scriptumf requiri etiamVerbiiniDei n<m scrrpr 
ittm, id est, divinas et apastolicas tradttioties. At ipsi docent Ih 
Scripturis omnia coutineri ad fiqem et mores ti^cessaria, et pro* 
inde nan esse opus vUo verba non tcripio. Likewise Dr. Delah<»gue 
(de Ecclesid. Christie p. 403.) says, ^^Inprincipiis Proteataatiuin, 
qui traditiooes divinas et apostdicas non agnoscunt, hasc duo 
sunt admittenda, scripturas et necessarias esse, et sufficere ad . 
complendam fidem.. Atgui hoec duofalmsima sunU 



13 Comparatwe Vieiv of the Chap. I. 

Protestant Churches, in respect to Tradition as 
a Rule of Faithy he proceeds in a subsequent 
chapter to assign a reason (such as it is) why the 
Church of Rome acknowledges a second Rule of 
Faith in Tradition. "The total Rule of Faith 
^' (he says) is the Word of God, or his Revelation to 
" the Church ; which is divided into two partial ruleSf 
" SCRIPTURE and tradition. Scripture indeed, 
*' inasmuch as it is a rule^ hath this quality, that 
" whatever it contains is necessarUy true, and to be 
** believed ; and that whatever is repugnant to it, is 
" necessarily false, and to be rejected. Since however 
*' it is not a total, but a partial rule, the con- 
" sequence is, that it does not comprise all things; 
^* and therefore that there are some things relating to 
" FAITH, which are not contained in it "." 

The equal authority, here ascribed to Tradition 
AS a Rule of Faith, is ascribed to it also in the 
-theological Lectures at Maynooth. The proposition! 
announced at the head of the chapter on this subject 
is, that "there are divine and apostolical tra- 
" ditions, which, though they were not written; 
" have the force of the written law '^" I will quote 

'* Totalis regula fidei est Verbum Dei, sive revelatio Dei 
Ecdesiae facta, quas dividitur in duos regulas partialeSf sdkip- 
TVRAM et TRADiTioNBM* £t quidem Scriptura, quia est regula, 
Inde habet, ut quicquid continet sit necessario verum et ere* 
dendum, et quicquid ei repugnat sit necessario falsum et repu« 
diandum. Quia vero non est regula totalis, nedpartialuf inde 
illi accidit, quod non omnia mensuret, et propterea aUquid sit 
de FiDX, quod in ipsa non continetur. BeUarminus de Verio 
Dei. Lib. IV. cap. 12. 

'' Existunt traditiones dvoinct et apostoHatt quae, licet noB 
ccriptse vim legis scripts habent. lb. p. S99. 
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therefore at present only one more passatge on tbia 
subject, which shall ji)e taken from the '^ Exposition 
^^ of the doctrine of the CathoHc Church in matters . 
" of controversy, by Bossuet, Bishop of Meaux ;•* 
a Work, io vfh\(^ very great deference is paid by 
the members of the Church of Rome, and of which 
they have lately published an English translation* 
In the seventeenth chapter of this Work, which is 
entitled, ^Scripture and Tradition.' Bossuetsays, 
^' Jesus Christ having laid the foundation of bis 
" Church by preaching, the unwritten Word was 
" consequently the jfirst Rule of Christianity. And 
" when the writings of the New Testament were 
" added to it, its authority was not forfeited otk that 
** account : which makes us receive, with e^iuU 
^^ veneration, ail that has been taught by the Apostles, 
" whether in writings or by word of mouth J*^ And 
he concludes by saying, ^^ Our adversaries should 
" not be surprised, if we, who are so earnest in col- 
" lecting all that our Fathers have left us, do pre- 
" serve the deposit of tradition as carefulljfj as 
'" that of the scriptures." 

It appears then from the representations, which 
the most distinguished among the Romish writers 
liave given of Tradition as a Rule of Faith, that 
they regard it as an authority, both independent 
of Scripture, and in all respects equal with Scrip- 
ture. Indeed whatever can be proved to be the 
Word of God (for all depends on the proof) must of 
necessity J whether written, or unwritten, whether 
preserved by Scripture, or preserved by Tradition, 
have the same divine authority. 

There is one point more^ which requires ex« 
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pkmaliDQ, aad thstt iadeed a i>otn|; of no less diffi- 
cultyi tb^n impartaoo^. Though Traditioni as a 
Rule of Faith, Jjus l>een fully explained in theory^ 
yet the practical part, of the application of the Rule^ 
omy still be attended with various embarrassment!. 
Nothing ic^eed can be more pred$e, as &r as theory 
goes, thap the statement of Bellarmine, on the 
respective provinces of Scripture ajid Tradithh. 
He admt9y as w^ have already seen, that some things 
relating even to Faith are w( contained in Scripture; 
ajod hence we might infer, that these are the things 
rating to Faith, which our Church has rejected, 
because they are not contained in Scripture. And 
so indeed we shall Jind them to be, when we have 
analysed the Decrees and Canons of the Council of 
Tr^pt, and compared them with the thirty-iune 
Articles, But the line of demarcation between 
Doctrines founded on Scripture^ and Doctrines 
founded on Tradition^ was not drawn by the 
Council itsey^f For, the name at least. of Scripture is 
«ften joined with the name of Tradition, when the 
Doctrine to be proved derives, in reality, no support 
from Scripture. It is true, that where Scripture is 
too notoriously adverse, there is an appeal to Tra^ 
dition, and none to Scripture, But, in other cases, 
the Decrees of that Council which relate to Doctrines, 
even to those which Protestants reject^ are prefaced 
by aji appeal as well to Scripture^ as to Tradition. 
This two-fold appeal had a two-fold advantage. It 
covered the distinction which miglit otherwise 
have been observed in respect to the foundation of 
doctrines. And it served to sUence, if not to 
satisfy the followers of Luther, who had already 
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rejected Tradition as a Rule of Faithf aad of 
course would reject all Doctrines, which were 
acknowledged to have no other support 

But according to the principles, which the 
Church of Row^ maintainsi the authority of Trs- 
(Mtion is so far from wanting any aid from Scripture, 
that the contrary is supposed to be the truth. For 
that Church represents the written Word, not merely 
as requiring esplanationf which in many places^ it 
certainly dee^^ but as being so ambiguous and wper-^ 
plexedy that in itself iX is often unintelligible. On th^ 
other hand, it considers the unwritten Word as con- 
taixmg fully and clear It/ what the written Word con- 
tains imperfectly and obscurely. To remedy therefore 
the supposed deficiencies of the written Word^ it 
applies the aid of the unwritten Word. In this man- 
ner is Tradition made a rule for iht interpretation of 
Scripture : and the imputed ambiguity of the text 
gives ample scope for the operation, of the comment. 
Thus is Scripture brought under the tutelage of 
Tradition : and this tutelage is soon converted into 
a state ot^vassalage. For singe the comment claims 
the $ame di'vine origin as the text itself thfit com^ 
ment, if supposed txThefuU and elear^ in proportion 
as the text is supposed imperfect and obscure, has 
in fact an authority superior to that of the text,^ 
Hence Tradition, which in theory is made a Rule of 
Faith only equal to Scripture, becomes in practice 
a Rule of Faith paramount to Scripture. 

The ambiguity f 2nd perplexity ascribed to Scrip- 
ture by the Church of Rome, for the purpose of 
bringing it under the tutelage of Tradition, is too 
notorious to require many quotations for that purpose. 
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Be it sufficient then to produce the evidence of 
Cardinal Bellarmine, who has fully stated the senti- 
ments of his Church in the fourth book of his treatise, 
' On the Word of God/ In the fourth Chapter of 
tiiis Book, he declares that Scripture is very often so 
ambiguous nndperplesedf (ambiguaetperplexajthat 
it is unintelligible, unless explained by some infallible 
authority ^\ He adds, that in very many places we 
cannot be certain of its meaning, unless we call in 
the aid of Tradition^K And he concludes with the 
followingobservation (founded partly on the authority 
of a former writer) that the Gospel, without unwritten 
Tradition, is an empty name, or words mthout 



sense '*. 



The state of the question therefore being now 
explained, we may proceed in the next chapter to 
a cortfirmation of it, by an appeal to the Council of 
Trent 

^ Saepissime Scriptura ambigua et perplexa est, ut nisi ab 
aliquo, qui errare turn possitf explicetur, non possit intelligL 

'' After considering the words of Scripture in the first 
place, and the sense in the second, he adds, ^* Vec possutnus, 
plurimis in locis oerti esse de secundo, niH accedat Tradition 

^ Sine tradiUonibus non scriptis Evangdium esse purum 
nomen, id €#, cue tantum voces et veria sine sensu. 
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CHAP. IL 



APPEAL TO THE COUNCIL OF TRENT. ^PREVIOUS 

REMAUKS ON TftE USE OF TERMS. — l-PROOJ' 
FROM IHE DEGREES AND CANONS OP THIS 
COUNCIL, THAT THE CHURCH OF ROME A0» 
KNOWLEDGES, IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADJlTIONf 
TWO EQUAL AND INDEPENDENT, AUTHORITl£$ 
FOR DOCTRINES, OR RULES OF FAITH. ^IN- 
FLUENCE OF TRADITION, AS A RULE OF FAITH, 
ON THE DOCTRINES OF THE CHURCH OF ROME 
EXEMPLIFIED BY THOSE DECREES AND CANONS. 
—CONCLUDING REMARKS ON THE AUTHORITY 
OF THE COUNCIL ITSELF. 



W E appeal to the Council of Trent, in con» 
finnation of the statements, which were made in the 
preceding Chapter, because the Decrees and Canons 
of that Council declare officially the Doctrines of the 
Church of Rome. But before we quote those De* 
trees and Canons, it may be proper to make some 
observations on the terms, which are there employed 
in reference to our present Inquiry. For a mis- 
apprehension of those terms, would not only create 
confusion, but i»ight defeat the very object of the 
Appeal 

Hie subjects of our present Inquiry are Scripture, 
and Tradition — ^Scripture and Tradition, considered, 
as two Authorities for Doctrines, or two Rules of 
Faith. And the Design of tliis Cliapter is lo shew, 

B 



18 Comparative View bfthc 

that what Bellarmine and other Romish writers have 
6]|Stid of Scripture and Tradition, in res[)ect of their 
flquality and Ind^endence as Rules of Faith', 
accords with the Pecrees and Canons of the Council 
of Trent Since then the Tradition, which is now the 
subject of Inqqjry, is, equally with Scripture, a Rule of 
Faith J we n^ust never forget, that all other l^indspfTra- 
ditiqn, whether they relate to laws, or to customs, or 
to ceremonies, or to any thing whatever besideyoi/A, 
are irrelevant, and foreign to that Inquiry. We are 
now concerned tivith that Tradition aUme, from which, 
conjointly with Scripture the Church of Rome 
dediices its articles of faith, or doctrines. But eyen 
in this Inquiry, confinjed as it is to articles of faith^ 
or dpptrine;, (be term * Tracjitiqn,' may still l>e taken 
in two different senses. 

Sometimes^ and indeed most times, the term 
^Tradition,' denotes the Doctrine transmitted, the 
Doctrina tradita. At other times it denotes the 
yehiple, which conveys the Doctrine, or the way by 
which the Doctrine is transmitted (via qua tramir 
mttitur Doctrina.) But in general these two senses, 
though closely allied^ and both of them relating 
to Doctrine^ are easily distinguished. Thus, when 
Cardinal Bellafipine, in the pfissag^ l^st- quoted from 
his Treatise on the Word of God, Qpeaks of a total 
Rule pf Faith, compreheqdipg twQ partial Rules of 
Faith, }n Scripture ^nd Tradition, it is manifest, 
that, as Scripture there denotes the written DdctrinCf 
so Tradition there ^eqotas the unwritten Doctrine. 
Indeed Bejlarmine him^lf in the second Chapter of 
tjje same Book, has expressly called this very 

? Sep the quotations in Notes \% 13. Chap. I. 
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Tradition, Doctrina non scripta\ In like manner 
we find in the Treatise De Ecclesii Cbristi, that 
the very first Secton on the subject of Tradition is 
entitled, ^ De Traditione, quatenus designat ipsam, 
qu« traditur, Doctrinam^.' Here then the dis- 
tinction between the Doctrine^ and the Vehicle of 
the Doctrine is clearly marked. But, at other times^ 
when the term Tradition is left unexplained, we 
must judge of its meaning from the contest^ and we 
shall find that, in the Decrees and Canons of the 
Council of Trent, the term Tradition is generally 
Idt to explain itself. Its meaning however may be 
always ascertained with sufficient prectsion, except 
in some few cases, where ambiguity appears to have . 
been designed. 

Farther, when we use the term ' Tradition* to 
denote, not the Doctrine itself, but the Vehicle of 
the Doctrine, we must inquire, what qualifying term 
should be joined with it, in order to describe the 
Vehicle. For the bare wwyw^f/i/ferf term 'Tradftion,' 
may denote indeed conveyance ; but it leaves us 
uninformed as to what conveyance. Now the 
Doctrina tradita^ or the Doctrine left unwritten by 
the Apostles, is supposed to have been recorded by 
the Fathers of the Church, whose writings therefore 
are regarded as a Repository of the unwritten Doc«* 
trine. This Doctrina Tradita is further indeed 
supposed to have been transferred fi*om the JVorks of 
the Fathers to the Decrees of General Councils^ 

^ Tametsi vero Tradttionis nomen geneiale sit, taraen hoc 
ipsumnomen accoroniodlatuinest a theologis ad significandam tan- 
.turn Doctrinam non scriptam. De Verho Dei, JJb* IV. Cap. %f 

'P. 398, 
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which are M^nce regarded^ as a^Mer Repository# 
But siDce DO General Council was holden before the 
fourth Century, the Work* of the Fathers must, 
always be regarded as the primary ^ if not the j^m*, 
C^al Repository. .And that they are regarded even 
9iS the principal Repository, appears from the very 
appeal which is made to them in the Decrees of the; 
Councils themselves^ in the Decrees even of the 
Council of 7re«// Hence Cardinal Baronius, who in 
the first Volume of his Ecclesiastical Annals baa^ 
enumerated the early Fathers, whose Works he con^ 
siders as forming the chief Repository, has conclude^ 
bis catalogue with the observation^ that the thinffk 
decreed in the sacred Councils^ were those very thin^ 
which the Fathers themselves had received unwritten 
firom their predecessors, and h^ committed to wri- 
ting that they might be more accurately preserved \ 
Now the qualifying term, which is jpin^ witti the 
term Tradition, when Tradition denotes the Vebiel^ 
of the Doctrina traditay accords with the repre*- 
sentation of Baronius. For Tradition is then called 
the ancient Tradition of the Fathers (antiqua Patrum 
traditio) and so it is called by the Council of Trent 
Another observation, relative to the use oSterms^ 
i^pplies to Tradition, according as it is used, either 
in the singular, or in the plural. When we speak of 
the divine and apostolical traditions^ which were 
ei^plained in the preceding Chapter, and there sbewn 

4 Csterum, quae in sacrig sunt ConciUis instituta, nee ipsa 
qoidem recens fuerunt inventa, sed qu» et Patre$ ipri tf majo- 
ribus f^cceperunt sine scripiis^ et, ut accaratius servarentui^ 
scriptU consignarunU Bardnii Annales Ecclesiastici* T6u^ h 
p. 418. ed Antverpiae, 1670. foL 
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to constitute what is considered the unwritten 'Word 
of God ^ J we evidently mean the umvritten divine 
and apostolical doctrines. Any one' therefore of 
those unwritten doctrines is a tradition. Biit 
Tradition, without an article, denotes the sum total 
6f them. Nor is this comprehensive use of the term 
it aH inconsistent with the nature of the things comr 
prehended. For since those divine and apostolical 
traditions are so many divine and apostolical doo- 
trineSf they very properly constitute Tradition as 
a Rule of Faith *• Now in the Decrees and Canons 
of the Council of Trent, the Traditions of the 
Jpostles (Traditiones Apostolorum) mean so many 
single Doctrines^ whereas Tradition in the singular, 
denotes the whole unwritten Doctrine, (tota Doctrina 
pon scripta.) 

Lastly, in respect to the terms 'divine' and 
* apostolical,' the former of which (as wa3 3hewn in 
the preceding Chapter) is applied to the Doctrines 
taught by Christ himself, while the latter is applied 
to Doctrines suggested to the Apostles by the Holy 
Spirit, it must be observed, that though the CouncU 
of Trent has clearly distinguished between these two 
hinds of Doctrine, especially in tlje Decree which 
.will presently demand our attention^ it has not 
marked the distinction by the use of the epithets^ 

^ See the quotation in Note 11. Chqp- 1* where Bellarmine 
ipeaktng of the unwritten Word of God says, * that is, the diWne 
imd lyostelical tr^ti^JM/ 

' It b«i3 been cdready observed that Bellannuie> foMrth Book^ 
which wholly relates to Tradition, is entitled, ' Of the unwritten 
Wprd of God, CD^ Verbo Dei non scripto./ Indeed Tradition, 
as a Rul^ of Faith, must necessarily correspond to wh^t is called 
the unwritten doctrine, or unwritten Word of God. 
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' divine* and ^ apoistolical/ And at other times, when 
It ^^ use an epithet, it uses the epithet ^ apostolicar 
as a generic term to denote both kinds. Indeed 
a more appropriate name than that of apostoUcal 
could not well be given them. For they relate to 
Doctrines, which, whether delivered at first by 
Christ himself, or afterwards suggested by the Holy 
Spirit^ were in either case Doctrines taught by the 
Apostle$\ 

II. 

From these introductory observations on the use 
of termsj let us proceed to the Decrees and 
Canons themselves. The Jirst among the Decrees, 
which relate to Scripture and Tradition^ was made 
at the fourth Session of the Council holden on the 
8th of April, 1546, a few weeks only after the 
death of Luther. As this Decree is of the highest 
importance, it will be necessary to quote the words 
of it at some length. '^ This sacred, oecumenical, 
*' and general Sytiod of Trent, lawfully assembled 
•' in the Holy Spirit, and presided over by the three 
** Legates of the Apostolic See, having this object 
*' perpetually in view, that, errors being removed, 
" the real purity of the Gospel may be preserved in 
" the Church ; which, promise aforetime by the 
'* prophets in the Holy Scriptures, our Lord Jesus 
*^ Christy the Son of God, first promulgated by his 
'^ own mouthy and afterwards ordained to be preached 
"to every creature by the Apostlei, as being 
'* a fountain both of saving truth, and instruction of 

' In the Roman Catechism, as abo in the Trent Confession of 
Faith, both kinds are likewise included in the term < apostolical/ 



Olav. IL Churches ^f EngUnd ahd Rome. 95 

** manners; knowing further, that this truth and 
^^ instruction is contained iii the written books, tind' 
^*in the unwritten traditUmSj which, ha?ing been 
" received by the Apostles, either from the mouth of 
** Christ himself, or from the dictates of the Holy 
^\ Spirit, were banded down> and transmitted eren 
'^to ui; following the example of the orthodox 
^ Fathers, receives and venerates, with sentiments 
^ of eqisal piety and reverence (pari pietatis affectu 
" ac Teverenti&) all the books, as well of the Old as 
" of the New Testaipent^ since one God was the 
'* author of them bothj and also the traditions, 
*^ relating as well to faith, as to morals, inasmuch 
*^ as, coming either from the mouth of Christ him- 
** self, or dictated by the Holy Spirit, they have 
** been preserved in the Catholic Church in un- 
•* interrupted successioil V Then after an enume- 

* Sabrosaticta c^cumenica et geii^i'alis Tridetitina Synodus, in 
Kpiritu sancto legitime cbngregata, praesidentibus in e4 eisdem 
tribuB Apostolicie Sedis legatis, hoc i^ibi t>er|petuo ante ocidos pro<- 
ponens, ut siiblatis erroribus puritas ipsa Evangelii in Ecclesii 
c^nservetut ; quod promissum aniei per prophetas in Scripturis 
Sanctis Dominus noster Jesus Christus, Dei filius, proprio ore 
primum promulgaVit, deinde per sues Apostolos, tanquam fontem 
omnis et salutafis veritatis, et morum discipline, omni Creaturae 
praedicarijussit; perspiciensque banc veritatemetdisciplinamcon- 
tineriin LIBRISSdatPTIS^etSINE SCRlFTOTRADITIONISUS^qUSS 

ab ipsius Christ! ore ab Apostolis acceptse, aut ab ipsis Apostolis 
Spiritu sancto dictante, quasi per manus traditde, ad non usque 
pervenerunt ; orthodoxorum Patrum exempla secuta, Omnes li. 
bros tarn Veteris quam Nov! Testament!, cum utriusque unus 
Deussitauctor, necnonTRADiTiONES ipsas, turn ad fidem tum 
ad MORES pertinentes, tanquam vel ore tenus a Christo, vel a 
Spiritu sancto dictatas et continud successione tonservatas, j9ar» 
pietatis affectu ac reverentid sttscipit et veneratur. Pag. xx. ed. 
1564. Tliis miginal edition of the Acts pf the Council ef Trent 

haa 
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mtion of the books, which constitute the tamn of 
Scripture according to^ the Church of Rome^ and 
which will be a subject oifutwre consideration, the 
Decree proceeds as follows, '^ But, if any one shall 
'^ not receive, as sacred and canonical, those entire 
** books, with all their parts, so as they are usually 
'' read in the Catholic Church, and contained in the 
'' ancient Vulgate Latin edition^ or shall knowingly 
*' and designedly contemn the aforesaid trapitiok^ 
^' let him be accursed. Let all men therefore under- 
^* stand, in what order and method, this Synod, after 
'' laying the foundation of a confession of faith \ 
** is about to proceed, and what tcstinumies and 
^' authorities it chiefly intends to use for the con* 

has the following titfo. '* Canones et Decreta sacrosaiicti, oecii* 
menicl, et geoeralig Concilii Tridentini : sub Paulo III, Julio 
IH9 Pio IV, Pontfficibus Maximus. Index Dogmatum et Rel 
fonnationis. Ilonue,apudI^auluniManutiumAIdiF.M.i>jLxiiir. 
fol/' I have not only ^pfoted from this original edition, published 
under the inspection of Pope Pius IV. but from an atteUedcAp^ 
of that edition. For to the papal Catifirmatio Concilii which is an- 
nexed to the Decrees, is added the following toritten dedaratiqp, 
** Nos sacri oecumenici et generalis Concilii Tridentini Secre- 
tariui, et Notarii infrascripti, Decreta ipsius sacri Concilii, in 
l^raesenti Volumine contenta, cum origbnoUlna contulimus ; et, 
quia cum && ooncordantia reperimus ideo sic in fidei^ nuum 
propria subscripsimuB." Then follow the names of the Secre- 
tary and the tv^o Notaries, in their proper hands. This i^ttested 
Copy is preserved in our Public Library, where it is marked 
H. 9. 39. 

' This refers to the preceding Decree made at the third 
Session, which is entitled, Decretum de^ymMb fidei,andrdates 
to the Apostles' Creed, which is there placed as tbe very begin* 
ning of their Deliberations, in imitation, as is said of the ancient 
Fathersi * qui sacratioribus Conciliis hoc scutum contra omnes 
hanreses inprincipio'tKuanam actionum apponere^onsuevere/ 
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'* firaDEttou of Doctrines^ and the establishment of 
** Morals ia the Churchy (in confirmandis Dog- 
" matibusy et instaurandis in £cclesi& Moribus^.^ 

This Decree theif is decisive on the subject of 
Scripture and Tradition. We see, that the Church 
of Rome receives both the written^ and the un- 
\mitten Word, with sentiments of equal piety and 
reverence. We even see the reason^ why the written 
and the unwritten Word are received as equal: for 
their efuaUtff is founded on the declaration, that the 

^'unwritten Word, no leas than the written Word, 
proceeded *^ either from the mouth of Christ Aim- 
selfy or from the dictates of the Hohf Spirit!" 
Hence we further perceive the independency ^^nr 
didon on Scripture ; for they flow from the same 

fountain head, but flow, from the commencement of 
their course, throu^ differed channels. 

Again, it is obvious, that this Decree includes 
both the dtfoine, and the apastolical, traditions, though 
it does not express them by tiie terms ^divine' 
and * apostolical.' But it has no allusion whatever to 
the third kind, or to ecclesiastical tradition: and 
for this very reasoDy that we are htre concerned with 
no other Tradition, than Tradition as a Rule of 
Fmth. We may further observe, that the treiditions 



^ 8iquiBautemlibro8i|)60»iiitegro6,cum cmHdbiista^ 
tibus, proiit in EcdetiA Caihdicd leg! conmeveriBit, et m ve> 
ten Vulgatft Latmd editimie habeatur, pro sacris et canoaicSs 
non SQBceperit, et traditioihu pnsdictas acieas et pnidens 
coatenqMerit, anathema mt. Omnes teique intelligant quo 
ordine et vHl ipsa Synodus, post jactum fidei confaKkmis fun- 
damentum, ttl progrewura, et fMus poHtnmmi$tesiimaims ae 
frttddm^ in cotfirmandit dogmatOaif €t in$taurandi$ in Ecdesii 
monhiSf tH utura. lb* p« xzL 
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here described^ as comiog partly from the mputb of 
Christ, partly froai the dictates of the Holy Spirit, 
in other wprds^ the divine and the apostolical tra* 
ditipns are here^ as eke^where, made to constitute the 
unwritten JVortfy or Tradition as a Rule of Faith. 
This jp|eci|fee alone then affqrds sufficient confirmatioD 
of the statements, which were made iq the preceding 
Chapter. 

The concbidifig s&^it^Qce of this Decree is still 
wor|hy of notice : for if oMtional proof wi&ce wanted, 
that Tradition is there considered,: as a Rule of Faith, 
no less than Scriptwe, this sentence would afford it. 
The Decree concludes with the declaration, that 
what had beeq said about Scripture and Tradition 
had been i^aid, that all men might understand, ^\what 
*^ testimonies and authorities it chiefly intends to 
^' use for the confirmation of doctrines, and the 
'^ establishment of morals in the Church"/' 

" As the Decrees and Craoas of the Council of Trent 
o^Sda% declare the Doctrines of the Church of Rome, no ai^ 
thority can be wanted for the purpose of confirming those De- 
crees and Canons. But, as the Roman Catecliism, which is en- 
titled, Caiechismus RomanuSf ex Decreto ConciUi Tridentim, ei 
Pit Vf Pantificis Maximijussu primtm editus^ is another docu- 
ment, to which we may appeal for the purpose of ascertaining 
the doctrines of the Churdi of Rome, we may notice at least its 
agreement with the Decree above-quoted. Now the Preface to 
this Catechism divides the Word of God into the 'written^ and 
the unwritten Word, or Scripture and Tradition, in the same 
i^anner as that Decree. ** Omnis Dodrinm ratio, quce fidelibus 
<< tradenda est, vsrbo dsi continetur, quod in scRiPTUaAM 
*< 7RADITIONBSQUE distributum est." And the editor, in a 
marginal Note, thus refers to that very Decree. De verbo Dei 
icripto et mm scripto extat peculiare Decretum sessione qitartft 
Concilii TridentinL We may likewise quot^ the Douoy Cate- 
chism ; for though it has not the same official authority with 

the 
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III. 
After this formal declaration, in respect to the 
two authorities^ which the Council of Trent thus 
proposes to employ, in confirmation of Doctrines 
(in confirmandis dbgmatibuSf) it follows of course^ 
that these are the aathorities, which are produced in 
the subsequent Decrees. Hence we find, that the 
Decree, which passed in the very next Session 
relating to Original Sin, is prefaced by an appeal 
both to Scripture and Tradition. Again, in the 
sixth Session, the Decree relating to Just^cation 
is represented as founded on the unwritten Word, 
no less than on the written word. For the authority, 
to which reference is made, is so described, that it 
must at least include Tradition. It is described a$. 
a doctrine^ ^* qu^m Sol justitice Chnstus Jesus, 
^* fidei nostrce auctoret consummator, docuit, ApostoU 
'' tradideruntf «t Catbolica Ecclesia, Spiritu sancto 
*^ suggerente, perpetuo retinuit^^'J" Now this ex- 
actly accords with the description of the Doctrina 
tradita. The Preface to the Canons of the seventh 
Session has again an appeal to the Scripturarufh 
doctrina, and the Apostolicce traditiones^^. Now 
the Canons of this Session relate to the seven Sacra* 
mentSf where the aid of Tradition is certainly re- 

the Roman Catechism, it is still worthy of notice, because aa 
abstract of it was published in London in 1809. ^ Wiih Per^ 
mission,* as stated on the title-page. Now in the secimd chap- 
ter entitled, * Faith expounded/ we find the following question 
and answer, Q. Are all these points of Faith written in the 
Holi/ Bible f A. Many are there clearly expressed ; and some 
are only delivered by the living voice of the faithful, and are 
called apostolical traditions. 

» lb. p. XXX. '» Ib.p.1. 
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quired *♦. In the eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh, and 
twelfth Sessions, no article of Faith was taken into 
consideration. At length in the thirteenth Session, 
which was holden on the 11th of October 1551, 
a Decree was made on the Sacrament of the Lord^s 
Suppery entitled, ^ Decretum de sanctissimo' £u^ 
efakristiQ aftcramoiito/ In the preface to this Decree, 
the Cbupeb of Rome professes t6i delfver the doc- 
trifie, ^' which the Gatholie Church, instrueted by 
*^' our Lord Jesus Christ bimself, and by his Apostles, 
^^ and tau^t by. the Holy Spirit daily suggesting 
•^ to thorn aU truth, lias ahuays preserved, and wilt 
5* preserve to the end of the world **.*' This de- 
scription exactly agrees with Tradition^ as a Rule of 
fkith : but Scripture is not mentioned there, at least 
sot by name. Nor is it omitted without reason. 
For the fourth and fifth chapters of that Decree 
relate to Transubstantiation and tlie IVorshipping of 
the Host. Now Transubstantiation is tlierc described 
to be, ** the conversion of the whole substance of the 
" bread into the substance of the body of Christ, and 
♦* of the whole substance of the wine into the sub- 
** stance of his blood '^^ And the first Canon 
annexed to this Decree uses the term corpus et 
sangtUs und cum animd, also the term totus 

•♦Ib.p.li. 

^ Doctrinam tradens, quam setni^er Cathoiica Ecclesia, ab 
ipso Jesu Christo Domino nostro et ejus Apostolis erudita, atque 
a Spiritu sancto, Oli omnem yeritatem indices suggerente, edocta, 
reHnvitf et ad iiaem usque saeculi conservabit, lb. p. Ixxi. 

*^ Hec Synodus declarat, per consecrationem panis et vini, 
eonyersionem fieri totius substantiae pams in substantiam corporis 
Christi, Domini nostri, et totius substantias yini in substantiam 
sanguinis ejus. Ib.p. Ixxiy. 
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Christus*^. Hence the Church of Rome, in con- 
formity with this notion, requires an actual wo^ship-^ 
ing of the Host For the Mh Chapter of this 
Decree is entitled not merely De ^eneraticm huic 
sanctissimo Sacramento exhibendft, but De Cultu^et 
veneratione huic sanctissimo Sacramento exhibenda. 
Etea tiuLthigh degree of worship, wbieb is paid W 
God himielff is pronounced to be the Wordbip duer • 

^ The first Canon, annexed to this'Decree, is as follows. Sf 
quMfn^gaverit in sanctisdmse Etichfiri6titt Sacrainento contmeri 
vere, c0iiKtar» et BobfttantiaUteirt corpus et saaguineitt ma eunf 
animdf H ^vinitate Don^mi noslrijesu Christie acpromde^o^imi 
Christum ; sed dixerit ^tummodo esse in eo, at in s^^ vel 
Jigurd, aut virtute, anathema sit. lb. p. Ixxvii. If any doubt re^* 
mained about the real meaning of Transubstantiation, this Canon 
would remove it. The declaration inade in the Decree itself, that 
the «ifto/f substance of the bread and wine was changed intd 
Christ's body and blood, iniplies ivAteAt^itsf^ tba(, after the 
consecration, there can remain nathingv:lhtU€foer of the bread and 
wine : or the change, cannot have been a total change, which is 
thete positively asserted. But the canon says further, that wha£ 
is there after eonsecration is toitu Christus, and that Christ is not 
iliece merely under a ngn or ^^re^ {in signo K^elfiguri.) But 
Bossoety in his ^ Exposition of the Dqctrine of the Catholic 
^ Church.'' Ch. ix. where he explains the Doctrine of the 
Bucharist, speaks of the body and blood of Christ as being, 
^* wrapped Up, as it toere, under another appearance ;'* he further -^ 
observes, (p. 61.) that '* the signy which naturally represents e^ 
** things receives ^en the name of that things because itis^ as it 
*^ toerey the nature of it tp excite that idea;" and he applies this obr 
Servation by adding, that ^vohen in establishing a sign^ that ofitf 
*^ self has fio sort of relation to the thing signified^or instance^ 
** motiel of bread to signify the body of a man^ it gets the name^ 
<* thai thing mahout any previous explanation^ Sfc," Now i^ ac- 
cording to the Decree and the Canon, the cliange of substance }f 
totalf insomuch' that after consecration, the ** whole Christ*' be 
there, and not a' representation of him by a sign or JigurCf the 
Exposition of Bossuet is hardly reconcileable with the Council of 
Trent* 
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to the Host ". And the reason for thus worshipping 
the Host is assigned in the following words, ^^ We 
*^ believe, that the very same God is there present, 
'^ whom the eternal Father sent into the world, and 
'' said, Let all the angels worship him ^V 

The fourteenth Session relates to the doctrines 
aS Penance and Extreme Unction. Now for btrth 
of these doctrines appeal is made, as well to Scrips 
ture^ as to Tradition. But, we have here a proof pf 
that tutelage^ or rather vassalage^ described at the 
end of the preceding Chapter. — ^Something like the 
Doctrine to be proved, or some supposed obscure 
intimation of it, is sought in the words of Scripture. 
And then, through the light of Tradition, tbi9 obscure 
intimation becomes at once a clear, ^nd compre* 
bensive account of the doctrine to be proved. 
Thus, in favour of Extreme Unction appeal is made 
to the fifth Chapter of the Epistle of St. James, where 
something being said about anointing with oil in the 
D|une of the Lord, the Pecree says, of the woixls 
used by St. James, ^^ quibus verbis (ut ex ApostoUcA 
'^ traditione per manus accept^ Ecclesia didicit) 
*^ docet maferiam, Jbrmam, proprium ministrum 
" et effectum hujus salutaris Sacramehti *•.** Hence 
the oil is explained, as oil blessed by a Bishop; 

^^ ■* The words of the Decree itself are, << Nulltig itaque dubi-. 
** tandi locus relinqtiitur, quin omnes Chri|rti fideles, pro more to 
** Oatbolic& Eccleiu& semper re^pto, Lutrict qultum, qui veto 
^ Deo debetur, huic sanctissimo saqramento in yeneratione ex-r 
•* hibeanVV lb. p. Ixxiiii. 

" nium eundem Deum prsesentem b eo adesse credimus, . 
quern Pater letemus introducens in orbem terrarum, di^tti Ef 
adorent eum omnes Angeli Dei. lb. p. Ix^iiif* 
^ lb. p. xqv|. 
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the fmrm to be used is explained to be, '' Per istam 
unctianetn^'^ S^c. — Now of this commentary thus 
imposed by TraAtion^ there is not a trace in the 
text : and we here see in what manner the text of 
Scripture is put to the torture, and made to spade 
whateFer it may appear good, that Tradition should 
make it speak.— A similar mode b adopted to prove 
the doctrine of Penance. The word f*rr«Mfrrt used 
by John the Baptist, in the third chapter of 
St. MattheWy which signifies simply R^at, is 
found by the light of Tradition to mean ^ Do 
Penance.* Hence fArraMfm is so translated in the 
Rhemish Testament, which is the English version 
used by the Romanists in this country; and this 
translation is accompanied by the following Note on 
the word * Penance.' " Which word, according to 
^^ the use of the Scriptures and the Holy Fathers^ 
'^ does not only signify repentuice and amendment 
^* of life, but also punishmg past sins, by fasting, and 
'^ such like pemtential exercises.^ 

Eleven more Sessions were holden by this Coun- 
cil, which continued till the year 15^, when its 
Decrees and Canons were published by Papal am* 
thorily. But, as the twenty-second, and the twen^- 
fifth, are those which chiefly relate to our present 
Inquiry (indeed some of them were mere decrees of 
prorogation) it will be sufficient to notice the De* 
crees of the twenty-fifth, with a proper reference to 
the twenty-second. The Decrees passed in the 
twenty-fifth relate, to Purgatoiy, Indulgences, the 
Relics of Saints, and the Invocation of Saints^ 
T'he Decrep relating to Purgatory begins w 
fpjlows. ** Since ^e Cathqlic Cfaurc^), instn)ctfK| 
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" by the Holy Ghost out of the Sacred Writings^ 
" and the ancient Tradition of the Fathers, (antiqua 
^^ Pi2/rtf^traditione) has taught in its sacred council^ 
'^ and lately in this oecumenical Council, that there 
'^ is a Purgatory and that the souls^ detained there^ 
^^ are assisted by the prayera of the faithful, and 
^^ especially by the acceptable sacrifice of the Altar, 
^' thb holy Council commands the Bishops to do 
^^ their diligent endeavour^, that the sound doctrine of 
^' Purgatory, as, handed down by the Holy Fathers^ 
^* and the Sacred Councils be believed, retained, 
^^ taught, and every where preached by the faithful 
** in Christ ^^.^ Here it is worthy of remark, that, 
though the Decree begins with an appeal as well to 
Scripture as to Tradition^ yet, as if the framers of 
it were conscious^ that Scripture afforded them no 
support, the word Scripture is omitted at the end of 
the sentence, where the sound doctrine of Purgatory 
is said to have been '^ handed down by the Holy 
*^ Fathers and the sacred Councib.'^ That the term 
^^ ancient tradition of the Fathers (antiqua Patrum 
*^ traditioy relates only to the mode of conveyance^ 
and that the doctrine is still supposed to be apos- 
t^cal Tradition, appears from a comparison of it 
with a Decree relating to the sacrifice oiXhe Mass^ 
where the subject of Purgatory is likewise introduced. 

^ ^ Cum catholica ecclesia, Spirita sancto edocta ex sacrii 
(iterift et aniifkaPairum tradUitme^ in sacrisConciliis et noviasime 
f» bac cpcumenica Synodo docuerit, PurgaUnriuni esse^ animasqae 
ibi deteotan fideliiua suffiragiis, potissinium Tero acceptabili fdtaris 
sacrificio juyari, prfi^ipit sancta Synodus Episcopis, ut sanadn de 
]PurgatQrio doctrinam, a Sanctis Patribus et sacSris Conciliis trap 
dkam a Christ! fidelibus crMi, teneH, doceri, et ubique pnetB- 
bad dlligenter fttudeant. lb. p* ccL * 
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For in this Di^cree it^is said^ of the Hq^t, ti 
'^ k duly offered, according to the Tradition of the 
^yApostks (jnxta Jpostohrum traditionemj not 
*f only for the sins, punishments, satisfactions, and 
'* Ott^r necessities of the Uving^ but also for thode 
^ who are deceased in Christ, and are not yet fully 
** purged of their sins (nondum ad plenum pur^ 
"^gath^^.y This Decree about the sacrifice of the 
Mass, tiXid its benefit to souls in Purgatwy^ is 
worthy of notice also in another respect For no 
fUtempt even is made in it to couple the name of 
Scripture witli the name of Tradition* 

In the Decree about Indulgences, there il^ tigain 
no attempt, to call in the aid of Scripture. It rests 
solely on the power of the Church " divinely handed 
dimn to it^' (divinitus sibi traditd*K) Indeed 
great t^utipn is observed in the Decree about /»* 
dulgences: for it was the sale of these very In- 
dulgences, which had first excited the indignation 
of Luther> and bad occasioned tiie Reformation in 
Germany. 

The Decree about ReUcs and Saints is entitled, 
* De inmcatione, venerattoney et teliquiis Sanctorum, 
et sacris imagimbus.* Hete likewise no attempt 
is made^ to press the Scriptures into the service of 

^* Qmte non soltiiii pt6 fideliam Vivorum p^ccatis, poenis, sa- 
ds&ctionibuB, et aliis necesBStibus, sed et pro tk/unctis in Chruito, 
nondum adpknum purgaHs, rite, juxta iLPpstoLonuM tradi- 
TionM, otfertur. Ib.p.;cxti. Likewise the Romaii Catechitm 
(p. 52. ed. 1572) explaining the doctrine of Purgatory says, De 
faiyttt quidem doctrinae yeritate, quam et scripturarum teatimo- 
nijsy et apostolorunt traditione confirmatam esse, tancta Concilia 
declarant, &c And ainarginal Note refers, not only to the Council 
•fFlorence, butto the twenty-fifth Sewionof the Council of TrenU 

^Ib.p. CC3LXXIII. 

c 
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this holy Synod ; for the members of it were cor^ 
idouSf that the Scriptures were against them. 
Even Tradition appears to be abandoned, at 
lea3t apostolical Tradition ; for appeal is made to . 
the practice of the apostolical Church (apostolic® 
Ecctesise usum^.) Yet in the Roman Missal (Missale 
Romanum) which was published by virtue of an 
order made in this very SesMM)*^ there are many 
CoUects which, have no other foundation tiian this 
Decree, de invooatione Sanctorum. These Collects, 
so far from resting the hope of Salvation on the sol^ 
merits and mediiOion of Christy appeal not un« 
frequently to the merits, and intercession of the 
Saints. And lest a doubt should be entertained on 
this subject, I will quote an exan^k^ which shall 
be the Collect for St Nicholas, whose memory is 
celebrated on the 6th of December. This Collect, 
according to the words of the Roman Mtssid in 
En^ish, published in London a few years ago for 
the use of the. Laity, is as follows, " O God, who 
'^ by innumerable miracles bast honoured blessed 
'^ Nicholas the Bishop, ^nt, we beseech thee, that 
'^ by his merits and intereesmn we may be delivered 
^' from eternal flames ^V And, lest it should be sup- 
posied, that the preset^ members of the Church of 
Rome appeal /e^^ frequently, than their ancestors, to 

•* lb. p. ecu. 

^ lb. p. ccxxxiv. It 18 entitled, De Indice Librorun^ Cate* 
eliinno, Breviario, et Missali. 

*• See p. 527. of *« Hie Roman Missal for the use of the Lwty, 
centaimng the Masses appointed to be said throughout the year*'? 
Printed and published by P. Keating, 1806> 12nio. Jn tha 
MUsale Romanum (ed. Antverpise, 1680, foL} the Coll^qt (Q9i 
B%. Nidiolaa may be seen at p. 41L . . 
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themenV^of the SaintSy be it observed, that the Collects 
of this Roman Missal in EngHsh sometimes introduce 
as well merits as intercession, where we do not find- 
them in the originid Missaie Romaumm. A memd- 
rable example of this may be seen in the Collect for 
St. Patrick, the tutelar Saint of Ireland •^. Such 

^7 In the Ranan Miaaal in Em^ish, p. 56^ the Collect ap- 
peab both to '< themerUs and intercession** of St. Patrick; lathe 
l^atin Missaie Romanumif p. 4e55f ed. 1680, there are three Col- 
lects for St. Patrick's day, which, as m the English Mass Book, is 
fixed for the 17th of March. The first, which is called Oratio, 
speaks «f St« Patrick, but withoot either merits or intercession: Ih^ 
the second^ which is called Secreta^ the name of St. Patrick is not 
mentioned. It is again mentioned in the third Collect called 
PostcommuniOf but merely with the words intercedente beato Pa- 
tritio. In the Collect for St. George, the Patron of England, 
the Missaie Romanum, (p. 4670 ^^ already appealed as weU to 
merOs as to intercession : and of course we find them bath in the 
En^^ Mass Book, p. 570- Qtherexamples of fippeai,.as well tp 
the meritSy as to the intercession of the Saints, ipfy l)e seen in the 
same Mass Book, by consulting the CoUects for St Scholastica, 
St. Richard of Chichester, St. William fbrchbishop of York, ' 
St. l^delis, St* JqhnaFacundo, St Jtdiana, St. Thomas Becket^ 
St. Jerome EnifiaiH St. Lawrence, and St. Anckew • ATdlin^. 
The exunplefl of iqpipeal either to merit or loteicwBioniar^widMmt 
end. It is to be observed, that I am here speaking of the En^idt 
Mass Book, or the Missal published in London in 1806 ; for the 
Collects in the Missaie Romanum often vary from the corres< 
ponding Collects of the English Mass Book. Lideed the latter has 
not only CaUectSf hut even Saints, which are not in the former. 
•Fior instancci Su Scfaolasfeicai . whose memory, according to the 
£i^lis|i Mass Boot^ is celebrated oa the 10th of February, is left 
unnoticed in the Miss^e Romanym. At least the edition, which 
I have now before me, has no Collect for any Saint on the 10th 
of February. Now the -Collect, for Saint Scholastica runs thu«r 
at p. 556. of the English Mass Book. ** O God, who to recom- 
*^ mend to us innocence of life, wast pleased to let tbe^oul of 

•*thy 

c a 
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is the superstruction, which the Church of Rome 
has raised on a Decree of the Council of Trent, 
which itself is founded only oh Tradition^ and 
moreover on such Tradition, as the Council itself 
did not venture to pronounce aposto&coL 

IV. 

No further proof then can be wanted, that to 
the Church of Rome the Scriptures are not the sole 
fountain of Christian Faith. And the only obser- 
vations, which it may be still necessary to make, ar^ 
«uch, as relate to the authority of this Council. The 
Decrees, which relate to Discipline^ have not in a// 
eountries been implicitly obeyed. In France^ for in- 
stimce, the rights of the Gallican Church have been 
opposed to the Decrees on Discipline. But the De- 
crees, relating to Doctrine^ with which alot^ we are 
flow ccmcemed, and which alone therefore have been 
quoted in thid Chapter, are universally received by 
those, who profess the. Romish Faith. For the 
Decree on ^c^me declare, with as much authority, 
the tenets of the Church of Rome, as our thirtyrnine 
Articles declare the tenets of the Church of Eng- 
land. Indeed they declare them with still greater 
authority. Whatever doubts {says Bellarmine) some 
persons may entertain of the personal infallibility of 
the Pope ; whatever doubts may be entertained about 
the audiority of Councils, before thar Decrees hitve 
been confirmed by the Pope ; yet all Catholics (says 
Bellarmine) are agreed upori this poin^ that the 

** thy blessed Virgin Schokstica ascend to Heaven in the shape 
^ of a Dove; grant, by her merits and prayers, that we may lead 
^ innoctel Ihres hikre, and iu|ceflMNi» eternal joys hereafter.*^ 
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Pope and ^ Greneral Cooocil together^ are absolutely 
mfalUble, when they make Decrees on faith and 
KORAii, pontificem cum general! concilio non passe 
enwe, in condendis ^/&fet deeretis^ tcI generalibud 
pneceptb marum^.) Now the Council of Trent 
was convcdced by Papal authority ; three Legates <^ 
the Pope presided at the Council ; and it finally 
received the Confirhiation of the Pope, entitled 
Ck^nfirmatio Conciiii, which is annexed to its 
Decrees*^. Moreover, in every decree it is styM 
a General Council. It is styl^ also a '^ Councit 
'^lawfully assembled in the Holy Spirit," and con- 
sequently a Council fite from the possibi&ty of 
error. There was nothing wanting therefore in 
this Council to give it the character of 
infrdUbflity, according to the principles of the 
Church of Rome. And that Councils, thus general 
in tiieir confoocatian and celebration^ are rea% 
infallible, is no where more strongly enforced, than 
in the theological Lectures at the College of May- 
nooth. For in the treatise de EcclesiA Christi tUs 
proposition is asserted. Concilia^ convocatione et 
celebratione generalia, sunt infallibiHa '^ Nay even 
in regard to discipline, the authority of this Council, 
though resisted in France, is maintained in the 
College of l^^ynpoth. For the concluding sentence 
of the Treatise (k Ecclesid Christi pronounces, not 
only that the Council of Trent is in respect to DoC'- 
trine a Compendium of all preceding Councils, but 

^ De Romano PooUfice, Lib. IV* cap. % 

*^ See p. ccxxvii. ** De Ecclesift Christii p* 166. 
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thafalfio in respect to Disdpli^^ it ui to be received 
It3 a Manual of the Clergy '\ 

Lastly, there is one respecti in which the CouncU 
of Treat is still more importatit, to out pre^mt^ 
Inquiry, than all former Councils ynitecL I^ ia the 
bsi General Council, assembled by the Church of 
Roffle# Consequently, there is no prct^ im Ae 
Qpioioa^ that its Decrees and Canons reiMrel^ent not 
^e piT^^r .tenets of that Church. Not tlmt the 
jMdtext itrottld be validf even if a General Council 
h(fd been since assettibled. For, according to the prin- 
ciples of the Church of Rome, it is not in the power 
Ol one General Council, to revoke what a JoT' 
mer Generitl Council has decreed on Eiith and 
MomU* Infallibility itself cannot declare to be 
J^e, what in&Uibility has declared to be true. 

Having now ascertained, beyond the possibility 
1^ doubt, the tenets of the Church of Rome on 
Scripture and Tradition, 1 shall proceed in the next 
Chapter to ascertain the tenets, of the Church of 
England on the same subjects^ by an appeal to our 
Htwgyy 4rticks, ondHomUks. 

^' Itaque flMMtmo ki prttio illiid Conctlium. habere debent 
omififi9 Citrici, cum ratione Dogmatmn At veluti onmium praev 
cedentium Synodonim compendium, et ratione DiscipHna me<^ 
nto dicL possit Manuale Sacerdotum, vel eorum qui Sacerdoti6 
sunt iniciandi^ P, 442, 
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APPE4L TO IHE LrrURGY, ARTICLES, AND HOMI- 
US&^ IN PROOF OF *EWi POSITION, THAT THE 
CHURCH OF ENGLAND IjLEJECTS THE AUTHORITY 
OF TRADITION, AS A RULE OF FAITH, AND 
FOUNDS ITS DOCTRINES ON THE SOLE AUTHO- 
RITY OF SCRIPTURR EFFECTS OF THAT JEIE^ 

JECTION EXEMPLIFIED IN A REVIEW OF OUR 
DOCTRINAL ARTICLES. 



^8 die tenets of the Church of Rome, cm 
Sciiptare imd Tradition, were ascertdned by an 
appeal to the Council of Trent, so the tenets of the 
Church of England, on the same subjects, must be 
determined by an appeal to our Liturgy, Articles, and 
Homilies. But the firsts and principal appesal, must 
be madls to the Articles ; for in the Attkk^ of our 
religion we may of course expect a declaration of 
the authority, on which the Doctrines of our 
Church are jmnded Now tbe mtk Article exactly 
corresponds with the Decree, which had been made 
a^ew yttiTB before, at the iburth Session of the 
Council of Trent, and of which a full account was 
given in the preceding Chapter. As the Council of 
Trwt, had declared iii that Decree the ttuthoritiesi, 
by which it proposed to establish its Doctrines, dd 
the Synod of Londm, declared in the sixth Article 
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on what authority its Doctrines were founded. Th« 
Council of Trent bad acknowledged two equal and 
independent authorities, as foundations of Doctrines. 
But our sixth article declares, that there is only 
one siich authority* ^^ Holy Scripture (says thb 
*■ Article) containeth all things necessary to Sal- 
*^ vation, so that whatsoever is not read therein, nor 
-* may be proved thereby, is not to be required of 
*^ any man, that it should be believed as an article 
'^ of faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to' 
■* salvation/* This Article then directly contradicts the 
Decree in question. For, instead of describing the 
total Rule of Faith, as composed of two partial 
Rules of Faith, in Scripture, and Tradition; instead 
pf describing Tradition, or the unwritten Word, as 
egtiol in authority with Scripture, as the written 
Word; i% gives the whole authority to Scripture 
^hne, The sixth Article therefore rejects, eii^rely, 
and s^bspliit^ly, Tr^tion as a Rule of Faith, though 
the term Tradition is not used in it The twentieth 
and twenty^first Articles are 920 /^^^ decisive. The 
former 4?clf^res, that ^^altliough the. Church be 
"^ witness wd keeper of Holy Writ, yet^ as it 
^* ought not to decree any thing against the same, 
' ^ so b^i(ies the siune t>ught it not to enforos any 
^^ thing to be b^llfsv^d for necesdty of salvation." 
The latter de^lfires, that things ordained by General 
Councils ^' as necessary to Salvation have neither 
** strength nor i^uthonty, unless it may be declared, 
^^ that th^ be taken out of Holy Scripture.'^ 
Nothing can b^ more pointed, than (his Article, 
figainst such General Councils as the Council' of 
Trwti where many Mnp relating to faith were 
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(ardainedy of whicb it neither was nor could he de- 
clared, tbat they were taken out of Holy Scrifiure. 
' If we examine the HondlieSf we shall fiad, that 
Scrif^ture is every where represented, as the sok 
fountain of Christian Faith. But it will be sufi^^ 
eient to quote the beginning of ^ejlrst Hdnoily; 
which I select for this very reason* that it shew% 
how important it appeared to our R^Mrmers, as sooa 
as possible to free themselves from Tradition as 
a Rule of Faith. The firist Homily then b^s in 
the following mannnr ; ^' Unto a Christian man 
*^ there can be nothing either more necessary or 
*^ profitable, than the knowledge of Holy Scripture ; 
^ forasmodi as m it is contained God^s true Word 
tf setting forth bis glory, and also num*s duty. And 
^* there is no truth nor doctrinei necessary for our 
^^justification, and everlasting salvation, but that is, 
^' or may be, drawn out of that fountain and well of 
<< truth/' Now, if we compare this passage of the 
first Homily with the Decree made at the fourth 
Session of the Council of Trent, we may almost 
conclude, that the author or authors of it had at 
least the substance of that Decree in contemplation. 
For in contradiction of the opinion, that ^ the Word 
of God' is composed of a written and tin unwritten 
Word, this Homily declares, that ^ God's true Word/ 
must be sought in Scripture, or the written Word. 
Again, in contradiction of the opinion, that there 
are two fountains or wells of truth, this Homily 
declares, that there is no truth nor doctrine, neces* 
saiy for our justification and everlasting salvation, 
but that is or mtnf be, drawn finom the fountain, or 
well, of Scripture. 
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' If fiMber we examine our liturgy^ in reference 
to Scripture aa i^mk fountak of Faitfa^ we shall find 
it every wliet^ In anison witK the Articles and Homi- 
lies. F&rmal deciaratians on this subject we must not 
indeed eafect* in Collects and Prayers. ' It is suffi- 
qienty that they appeal to Scripturty and to Scrip* 
titre aUme. Thus the Collect for the second Sunday 
ip'Ad?ent begpns, ^^ Blessed Lord, who hast caused 
^^ all Holy Scriptures to be written for our learning f 
and the Epistle, which is selected for that day, 
b^ns, '* Whatsoever things were written aforetime 
^^ were written for our learning, that we through: 
'^ patience and con^<xt of the Scriptures mi^t have 
** hope." But it is unnecessary to offer any ^r/Aei* 
proof of a proposition, which is sufficiently establish* 
ed by the Articles alone. 

IL 

Let us proceed then from causes to effects. And, 
as in the preceding Chiq>ter we took a summary 
view of the Doctrines admitted' by the Church of 
Rome, in consequence ol it$^ acknowledging Tra* 
dition as a Rule of Faith, 1^ us now take a summary 
view of the Doctrines rqected by the Church of 
Engtmndy in consequaice of its J&^ardmg Tradition 
as a Rule of Faith.* These rejected Doctrines are 
stated in the fourteenth, the twenty-second, the 
twenty-fifth, the twenty-eighth, the tiiirtieth, and 
the thirty-first Articles. But beside the Doctrines 
which are stated in these Articles, and which are 
wholly rejected, there are Doctrines, which, though 
i«tained by name^ are changed in substance. The 
Doctrines of this description are those, which are 
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explained in the ninth, tenth, eleventh, twelfth and 
thirteenth Articles. It b true, that the five last 
mentioned Articles were not designed to oppose, the 
Church of Rome: ahne. But, if they oppose it at all, 
they must be examined with the rest, when we are 
taking a comparative view of the two Churches. 
The Articles therefore relatingy both to the former 
and to the latter kind, must be examined in doe 
order. 

Of the^rmer kind, the first which comes und^ 
review is the fourteenth Article. This Article relates />6 * 
to *' Works of Supererogation ;'' that is, to the 
supernumerary merits of the Saints, which con* 
stituted tlie treasure, out of which the Church of 
RcHne was accustomed to draw its Indulgences for 
sim For in these supernumerary merits, when 
properly dbtributed by the Churchy the sins of 
others were supposed to find a compensation. Now 
we have seen, that in the Decree about Indulgences, 
no appeal was made to Scripture. The twenty* 2.2^^ 
second Article says, ** The Romish Doctrine con- 
** cerning Purgatory, Pardons, Worshipping, and 
'^ Adoration, as well of Images, as of Reliques, and 
^^ also Invocation of Saints, is a fond thing vainly 
*^ invented, and grounded upon no warranty of 
^yScripturCy but rather repugnant to the Word of 
^^ God." Here then we see, that these Doctrines 
are rejected, because they have no ^^ warranty of 
Scripture^" because they have no other foundation, 
than Tradition as a Rule of Faith. Now it has been 
shewn m the preceding Chapter, in what manner 
tiie Decrees and Canons of the Coundl of Trent, 
relative to those Doctrines, appeal to the authority 
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2ls Of TVarfiWlii.— TTic twcnty4ifth Article rejects^ 
out of tiie u^en Sacraments received by the Church 
of Rome : and it appears from the preceding chapter, 
that the Canons which relate to the seven Sacra* 
ments, are prefaced by an appeal, as wdl to the 
ApastoKca traditianesp as to the Scripturarum 

2 V Doctrina. — In the tweh|;y-eighth Article Transub- 
•lantiation is rejected on this very ground, that it 
** cannot be proved by Holy Writ :^ And we 
have seen, that the Decree of the Council of Tren^ 
which relates in particular to Transubstantiatioui is 
prefaced by an Appeal to Tradition, but by no 
appeal to Scripture* Further says this Article, 
'' The sacrament of the Lord's Supper was not by 
*' Chriit^9 ordinance, reserved, carried abou^ lifted 
•'up, or worshipped'' Now the Decree of the 
Council of Trent, which commands the worshipping 
of the Host, lays no claim whatever to the authority 
oi Scripture. It appeals to Tradition, and Tradition 

3 , ^ aAme.-«-The thirtieth Article declares, that ^^ the Cup 
'^ of the Lord is not to be denied to the lay-people/ 
Now this Article opposes what is maintained in 
a Decree, which passed at the twenty-Jirst Session : 
a Decree indeed not quoted in the preoei^tng* Chapter, 
because it no more appeals to Tradition, than it does 
to Scripture. In fact, it openly opposes Tradition, 
and rests the Doctrine of communicating under one 
kind, on the sole authority of the Church. ^\ Holy 
'' mother Church (says this Decree) acknowledges 
'' its own authority in the administration of the 
^Sacraments; and although from the commence-^ 
^ ment of the Christian religion the use of it under 
*^ both kinds was not uncommon, yet that custom 
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" baviiignow widdy changed through the progrftsaioQ 
*' of time, the Church induced by grave and just 
'^ causes, has apprpved, and decreed as a law, the 
<< custom of communicating under one kind '•" 

' Quare agnoscens saneta mater Ecdesia hanc soam in adr 
tnijustratione sacramentorum auctoritatem, licet ab initio Chris* 
tiaiuB reUgionis nan infrequens uhiusqve speciei ususjuisset, tamen 
{nrogresBU temporis latisnine jam mutata ilia consaetudnie, gra- 
vibus et justis caurit addocta, hanc contuetudioem aub alterA 
specie commiinicandi, approbavit, et pro lege habendiam de- 
crevit. P. cxxx. As an excuse for refusing the Cup to the 
Laity, the Council of Trent, m the third Chapter of the Decree 
inade at the twenty-first Session, added the following declara^ 
tion. ** Insuper declarat, quamra Redemptos noster, ut antea 
** dictum est, in supreme ill& coena hoc Sacramentum in tiuabiu 
** ipedebus instituerit, et Apostolis tradiderlt, tamen fatendum 
** esse, etiam sub aherd tanhtm specie Mum atque integrum 
*< Christum verumque sacramentum sumL" P. cxxxi. Now 
the Decree, viiiich had been made at the thirteenth Session, 
relative to Transubstandation, had declared that the tohole sub- 
etance of the bread was chaqged into the sMbstance of Christ's 
bod^^ and the *ohole sidistance. of the toine into the substance of 
his Uood {tatius Hubstantise/NinM in substantiam corporis Christi 
Domini nostri, et totius substantiae vini in substantiam sanguinis 
ejus.) P. Lxxiiii. According then to the Decree on Tran- 
aubstantiation, the bread becomes only die body of Christ ; for 
it is the wine which becomes his blood. And the expression, 
* totius substantise,' places the inference beyond all doubt : for 
what is tiMfy converted into one substance, cannot even in part 
be converted into another. According then to the Decree 
on Transttbstanliation, to receive the Host^ or the consecrated 
ibo^, is literally to receive the bodi/ of Christ ; and to recehre 
the consecrated wine is literally to receive his Uood. But it is 
quite inconsistent with that Decree to say, that the receiving of 
ibe wafer alone, or of the wine alone, is the receiving of both 
body and blood. When the Council of Trent therefore de- 
clared at the iwenijf^first Session, thitt the ^ whale and entire 

"Christ*' 
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A mote bare^fkced opposition as well to Tradition as 
to 3cripture cannot easily be found. — Further, says 
J/ ^ our thirty-6r&t Article, in continuation of the 
Doctrine of the Eucharist, *^The offering of Christ 
^^ once made is that perfect Redemption, Propitiation, 
" and Satisfaction for all the sins of the whole world, 
^Vbojth original and actual : and there is none other 
'Vfiati^actionfor sin, but that a/ofie." This Article 
is opposed to the Doctrine maintained in the Decree 
of the twenty-secbnd Session, entitled, Doctrina de 
sacrificio Jkttssa, in which tlie daily sacrifice of the 
Mass is urged, under the name of the unbloodij/ 
McrificCf &nd as a sacrifice truly propitiatory ^sacri* 
ficium vere propitiatorium) not only for the sins of 
the tivlngy but also for the sins of the deady who are 
not yet released from purgatory. Now it was shewn 
in the preceding Chapter, that no attempt even was 
made to establish this Doctriiie on the authority 
of ScripturCj but that it was merely declared to be 
according to the tradition of the Apostles (j^**^ 
Apostolomm Traditionem,) 

By this review of the Doctrines, dbcarded by 
the Church of England, on the principle, that they 
are not warranted by Scripture^ and by the com- 
. parison made at the same time with the correspond* 
ing Decrees of the Council of Trent, we. discover^ 
in those very Decrees, a confirmation of the prin- 
ciple, to which tlie Church of &igland appeals. 
For in none of the Decrees relating to those Doctrines 

*** Christ** (toius at^ue integer Christus) was receivied under one- 
kind (sub alterS tantutn specie) it ftiust surely have forgotten, 
under Plus the Fourth, what the thirteenth Session had de- 
creed under Julius the Third. 
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has the Council of Trent pretended, to rest on the 
sole authority of Scripture. Where appeal if made 
to Scripture, appeal is made also to Tra^tkm. Btrt 
in most of the Decrees relUing to these Dobtrines 
the appeal is to Tradition alone. And in dm of 
thMd, the appeal is tmther ^o Scripture, nor fo 
Tradition. A more remarkable ooincidence, and at 
the same time a more^ satisfactory vindication of our 
Church (iannot well be desired*. 

IIL 
From the Doctrines, which were wholly r^ected, 
let us proceed to those, which were retained by 
mme, but changed in substance. These ai;e tl^ 
Doctrines, which are explained in the five Articles, 
beginning with the ninth, and ending with th? 

* Tliis review serves likewise to shew the fslsitj. pf.the 
assertion, that the Church of Rome, establishes no Doctrines on 
the authority of Tradition alone. That Tra,dition is nuide to 
Operate in c<mfunctian with Scripture is certainlj true : it isr 
applied as a rule for i^e^if^erpretaHdn of Scripture: 'and we 
bwre abeady.aeen.in. what manner iht tesct of Scripture is 
Inrought under the .guidance of Tradition as its commeQt. But 
the assertion that no Doctrines are established on the sole attr 
thority of Tradition is confuted by those very Decrees of the 
Council of Trent, which appeal to Tradition alone. Indeed 
Cardinal Bellarniiiie^ whos^ treatisie,' < On the Word of God/ 
niOl»in».ttie.most acciirafte.aodt^^^ nosf catensive infi)M|iAtida 
$m the stAjects of Scnptuue an^ T^r^itiop, adnmwV^s Hm 
there are some things, relatii^ even to jffitk, .which ^e noff 
jpontained in Scripture,' and which consequently depend on the 
iole authority of Tradition. For having represented Scripture 
tad TracStito B^tkopaHial Rules' of Paith, He says of the 
fmim ^^Quiftlteronott est reguiatottdis^sdd partialis, bide 
M, a«cidit, .^i^ iiO$ omnifi tiiepauret, et proplerea fdiquid silr de 
tiBf. quod in ipfA. woijcontinetwr." De Verba Dei, Lib, IV* 
ca/7/ 12. The sanie assertion also is made in the Douag Cute* 
chism. See the precedbg Chap. II. Note 1 1. 
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thirtoepth. And it is tbe more necess^uy to examkie 
these five Articles, as, inconsequence of their having 
no dirfict allusioi^ to the Church of Rome, they have 
been actually represeoted, as Articles in unison with 
that Church. Now in all of them there is some 
differenc^e ^ and in three of them the difference is 
materiaL But in considering those Articles with 
reference to the Church oiRome^ we must not over* 
look their other relations ; for, if we do, the mhok 
purport of them will not be understood. With this 
two-fold reference in contemplation let us examine 
them in the order, as they stand. 
j^ The ninth Article, which relates to Original 
&n^ is that which least AiStrs from the Church of 
Rome, though a comparison of it with the Decree 
made at the fifth Session of the Council of Trent^ 
will shew tliat the Article and the Decree are not in 
ai/ respects ialike. Indeed, it was not the Church 
of Rome only, that this Article was designed to 
oppose. For since it confines itself to the decla- 
ration, that ^'man is very far gone from original 
^* righteousness and is of his own nature inclined Xo 
*^ evil," it virtually opposes the error, that man is so 
far gone from original righteousness, as to havdlost 
. it altogether, and to have been become a mere mass 
oideprafdty : a notion, Which, widely differing from 
that athumiUtyf must tend to extirpate the feeling 
y^^i of jnoraHty.-^But the tenth Article, relating to 
Free-will, is in open opposition to the Church of 
Rome. ^The condition of man after the fall of 
" Adam (says this Article) is such, that he canwit 
*' turn, and prepare himself by his own natural 
^* Strength and good works to faith add calling upoi^ 
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" God. Wherefore we have no power to do good 
*' works pleasant and sicceptable to God without the 
" grace of God by Christ preventing us, that we 
" may han>e a good will and woricing with us when 
*^ we have that good will." Now the iSfth and sixth 
Canons, made at the sixth Session of the Council of 
Trent^ declare, that man^s Free-will was not so far 
lost by the fall of Adam. Here then is a direct 
opposition. JVe assert, that unassisted man can do 
nothings which is pleasing to God t the Church of 
Rome asserts, that unassisted man may at least do 
some things pleasing to God. But the errors of the 
Church of Rome are not the sole errors, which this 
Article had in conteiiiplation. Fof, as it asserts, on 
the one hand, that unassisted man cannot do what is 
pleasing to God, so it implies, on the other hand, that, 
with the divine assistance, be both may and ought to 
do so. Indeed it positively declares, that for this 
purpose the grace of God worketh * *with us/ and 
thereby mgnifies, that we ourselves nlust work out 
our stlvfttion, the grace of God co-operating. It 
opposes therefore the error of Je;;v^*;2g' a joint-agency 
in the work of salvation J aii error, which, by leaving 
nothing to be done by man on that account, must 
Induce the belief, that his actions are things in- 
different, and that honesty, may, with safety, be 
discarded* 

The eleventh^ twelfth, and thirteenth Articles 
are decidedly at variance with the Doctrines of the y^ 
Church of Rome. The thirteenth Article declares, /J " 
that works, done before Justification, cannot 
possibly be good works, but that they have rather 
the nature of sin. Now thb is positively denied. 
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in the seventh Canon made at the sixth Session of 
'f the Council of Trent. Again, our twelfth Article 
says, that good works follow after Justification; 
whereas according to the tenets of the Church of Rome 
there iDust at least be some good works, which 
precede Justification. For the ninth Canon of the 
sixth Session asserts, that man is not justified by 
Faith alone That the Doctrine of the Church of 
Rome on this subject may be better understood, 
I will quote the very words of the Canon. " Si 
*^ quis dixerit, sold fide impium justificari, ita ut 
*' intelligat nihil aliud requiri, quod ad justificationis 
** gratiam consequendam co-operetur, anathema sit'* 
But since the Church of Rome, while it denies 
Justification by Faith only^ does not assert Justi* 
fication by JVorks only^ and our eleventh Article 
is frequently so explained, as to make it include 
Works, the Romanists have hence taken occasion tQ 
represent our doctrine of Justification as virtually 
agreeing with their own. Now, since Justification 
by Faith is considered as a distinguishing feature of 
Protestantism, it is worth our while to consider, how 
far that representation is correct. And, as no aid* 
vantage is giuned by evading the force of an argu^ 
ment, I will first state it in all itsforce, and then— » 
confute it 

Says the Romanist to the Protestant, * When yoi^ 
contend, that we are at variance on the doctrine of 
Justification, either your distinctions are merely 
nominal^ or you are Solifidians and Antinomians.*-T 
No (says the Protestant) we are neither Solifidianp 
, nor Antinomians. For, when we say, that men are 
Justified by Faith^ we do not mean a dead Faith, or 
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a Faith unproductive of good works. 
Faith, yi\i\c\x justifies^ is a lively Faith : and a 
Faith is known by its works^ as a tree is known by 
\\&fruiis. — Well then (says the Romanist) i^ your 
justifying Faith is hwwn by its Works, and con- 
sequently, without Works, is not b. jiistifying Faith^ 
then Works, by your own account, have a necessary 
connexum with justifying Faith, and therefore with 
Justification itself. Further (says the Romanist) 
though we maintain the necessity of good worksy for 
Justification, yet we as positively maintain the 
necessity of Faith. Since then (proceeds the 
Romanist) we assert, that Works are tiotjustifying- 
Works, unless they are done on a principle of Faith^ 
while j^(Mf assert, that Faith is not ^justifying Faith, 
unless that Faith y& productive of works^ does not 
Justification, in dther case^ result from the joint 
operation of Faith ofu/ Works ? Where then (con* 
eludes the Romanist) b the mighty difierence be* 
tween us, even in this Article, which you are 
accustomed to regard as a distinguishing feature of 
the Protestant cause ? 

Now this argument can be confuted by no other 
means, than by denying what was conceded about 
justifying Faith. For, as soon as we admit, that Jtif- 
^ifyifig Faith is a Iwely Faith, the inference above*, 
deduced cannot possibly be evaded. Good works are 
the natural fruits of Faith ; and therefore its necessary 
fruits, when Faith is become a livefy orproductiveFBX&km 
In this state, we have the same union of Faith and 
Works^ which the Romanist requires for Justification- 
But it is a nustakcy that, according to the teneta 
of our Church, justifying Faith is a lively Faith. 

dS 



V... 



52 Comparative View of the Chap. IIL 

According to the tenets of our Churchy it neither 
is, nor can be^ such. And it is the want of dis- 
tinction between justifying Faith and lively Faith, 
to which we may entirely ascribe the numerous incon- 
sistencies and contradictions, in which the Doctrine 
of Justification has, within these few years, been 
involved. When our twelfth Article asserts, that 
" a lively Faith may Ite as evidently known, as a tree 
is discerned by the Jruit,'' the Article alludes to 
works, which, as there stated, " follow after Justi- 
fication," and consequently had no share in the 
causes of Justification. Indeed the thirteenth 
Article denies even the possibility of good 
works, before Justification. The Faith therefore^ 
which had previously Justified^ cannot have been 
a lively or productive Faith. For then it would have 
been a Faith, accompanied with good works, which 
before Justification, cannot even esist. The Doc- 
trine of Justification therefore as maintained by the 
Church of England^ is decidedly at variance with the 
Doctrineof the Church of iio^^se. • * 

If it be objected, that this vindication of the 
Church of England from the charge of similarity 
with the Church of Rome, exposes the former to the 
charge of Antinomianism, I answer, that, although, 
Justification in the sense of our Articles, (the sense 
also of St Paul) does not require for its attainment 
the performance of good works, they are indis- 
pensably necessary for the attainment oi Jinal and 
everlasting Salvation. The distinction between 
Justificationy and final or everlasting Salvation is 
declared in the very Exordium of our first Homily ; 
where it is said, that Holy Scripture contains all 
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necessary instruction ^^for our Justification and 
everlasting Salvation." Indeed our final and ever^* 
lasting Salvation is our happiness in a future state^ — 
in that state, where our Saviour himself has de- 
elared) that he will " reward every man according to 
his Works '." But our Justification takes place in 
the present life ; it takes place at our admission to the 
Christian Covenant, for which nothing more b 
required, than Repentance, whereby we forsake sin, 
and Faith, whereby we steadfastly believe the pro* 
misesqfGod. On forsaking sin therefore, we are 
justified by Faith, even before it is a lively Faith, 
or before it has produced works positively good. 
But though the Faith, which is sufficient to justify, 
is not a lively Faith, we must take care that it be- 
comes soj when we are justified : or our justification 
will be of no avail. And we must guard against' the 
fatal error, that justifying Faith leads of necessity 
to good works. Good works are indeed its natural 
fruits ; but they are not its necessary fruits, till Faitfc 
is become a livelyj or productive Faith. And, as 
a tree may wither before it has produced its Jruits, 
so Faith may wither before it has produced good 
works. But if it does wither, and good works are 
not produced, the Faith, which had admitted us to 
the Christian Covenant, will fail of its intended 
purpose ; and we shall lose everlasting salvation,—' 
In this manner is the Church of England vindicated, 
on the one hand, from the charge of Antinomianism, 
while it is shewn on the other h^nd to differ from 
the Church of Rome, 

» Matth, xyi. 27. 
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Here then we may close the review of our doc- 
trinal Articles ; for they have been compared with the 
Doctrines of the Church of Rome both in reference 
to those, in which the difference is totals pud in 
reference to those, in which the difference is p^r/taiL 
Thus we have clearly seen, not only that the two 
Churches h^ve built their Faith upon different /bf^n^ 
dationSj but also that the superstructunXj respective^ 
ly erected by them, have a differepce corresponding 
with that of thefoundatiom themselves \ 

But the question still remains to be examined, 
whether the Church of England bad sufficient reason 
for rejectmg Tradition as a ^ule of Faith. For if 
it be truCf as the Romanists assert, th^t divine 
and apostolical Traditions, which are the ingredients 
of that Rule, (io really exists their authority cannot 
be disputed. This question theri^fore, which is a very 
important one, shall be examined in the newt 
Chapter, 

^ A short statement of the principal Doctrines, in whicb 
^e Church of Rome diffisrs from the Church of England, may 
be seen in the Frqfemo Fidd CifthcKcig, f^cundum OmcSiim 
Tridfntinum, ex BuU4 Pii Pafct IVf 



Chap. IV. Churches of England and Rome. 5$ 



CHAP. IV. 

Examination of the question, whether thh 

DIVINE AND apostolical TRADITIONS, WHICtt^ 
ARE SUPPOSED TO CONSTITUTE THE UNWRITTEN 
WORD OF GOD, OR TRADITION AS A RULE OF 
FAITH, HAVE A REAL, OR ONLY AN IMAGINARY EXv 
ISTENCE.— PREVIOUS EXPLANATORY REMARKS^ 

^PROOF THAT THERE IS NO FOUNDATION FOR 

THEIR ALLEGED EXISTENCR—^THE REJECTION 
OF TRADITION, AS A RULE OF FAITH, THE VITAL 
PRINCIPLE OF THE REFORMATION. 



As we are now preparing to examine the ques- 
tion, whether the Church of England had sufficient 
reason for rejecting the authority ascribed by the 
Church of Rome to Tradition as a Rule of Faith, 
Hie examination itself will be rendered easier, and 
its results will be better understood, if we previously 
bring into one point of view whatever relates to the 
g^eral question at issue between the two Churches. 
It is true, that the state of the question, on Scrip- 
ture and Tradition, as it respectively affects the two 
Churches, was explained in the first Chapter. But, 
as an appeal has been subsequently made to thd 
Council of Trent on the one hand, and to our own 
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Articles of Religion on the other, we are now enabled 
to take a more comprehensive view of the subject, 
and to state the case in all its bearings. 

We have seen, that the Church of Rome divides 
the Word of God into two parts ; the written Word, 
and the unwritten Word ; the former called <StTij)*wrc, 
the latter called Traction. Hence Bellarmine 
divides his treatise De Verbo Dei into two portions, 
in the former of which he considers the Verbum Dei 
scriptum, and in the latter the Verbum Dei non 
scriptum. Further, the whole Ward of God is 
called the whole Rule of Faith. And as the whole 
Word of God, consists of two parts, the written 
Word, and the umcritten Word, pr Scripture and 
Tradition, , it follows, that Scripture and Tradition 
are considered, as two partial liules of Faith, cop- 
stituting the whole Rule of Faith, or the whole 
Word of God. Hence Bellarmine says. Totalis 
Regula Fidci est verbum Dei, sive reyelatio Dei 
EccledisB facta, quse dividitur in dtuis Regulas par-; 
tialeSi scRiPTUEAH et traditionkm*. Again, 
these two partial Rules pf Faith, that is. Scripture; 
or the written Word, and Tradition or the unwritten 
Word, are represented as twq equal and: independent 
Rules of Faitb* Npw the whole of this statement is 
confirmed by that official document, the Decree 
made at the fourth Session of the Cpuncil of Trent 
For that Decree pronounces, that l)oth the written 
Wqrd and the unwritten Word must be received 

' See C^ap. L Note 12. In the Decree made at the fourth 
Session of the Council of Trent, the expressionsii used to denote 
these two Rulef of Faith, are LibriscripH, w;kd Traditionef Hfije 
scrtpto. 
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with sentiments of e^i/o/ piety and revereooe (pari 
pietatis affectu ac reverentii.) And the equality^ 
thus ascribed to them, is founded on the decla- 
ration, that the unwritten Word, no less than the 
written Word, proceeded either from the mouth o£ 
Christ, or from the dictates of the Holy Spirit \ 
We see then, that the uiiwritten Word, or Trafifion, 
is i^epresent^ as deriving its authority frpm the. 
same fountain of truth, with the written word, or 
Scripture. Consequently, when Scripture and Trfl- 
dition are considered as twa Rules qf Faith, the 
latter Rule derives no part of its authority from the 

Jbfjner Rule. Tradition therefore is considered as 
a Rule of Faith both equal to, and independent qf, 

, Scripture. 

Further, as the zvhole Word of God, is divided 
into Scripture and Tradition, so Tradition itself is 
again divided into two parts; the one part containing 
doctrines, which had been delivered by Christ him', 
self the other part containing doctaineSj which had 
been taught by the Apostles^ under the guidance oC 
the Hply Spirit. The doctrines of the Jirst kind 
are called divine traditions ; the doctrines of the 
second kind are called apostolical traditions ^ Now 
this yery subdivision of the unwritten Word is dis- 
tinctly marked in the Decree made at the fourth 
jSession oi the Council of Treqt, though the dis- 
tinction is not there expressed by jtbe use of those 
epithets. 

Again, it must \fe observed, tl^at^ ivh^n we speak 



^ See the Quotation in Chap. II. ^io|« 8f 
} See Chap. I. Note 5. 
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of die unwritten Word of God, or the unwritten 
Doctrine (as it k also called by Bellarmine^ we 
do not mean Doctrine/ which is no where recorded^ 
but Doctrine, which was not recorded by the 
authors of that Doctrine. Hence Bellarminei in 
the second chapter of the fourth book of his treatise 
De Verbo Dei, observes, Vocatur autem doctrina 
lion scriptay non ea quae nusquam scripta est, sed 
quae non scripta est a primo auctore. Indeed the 
£^ne and tiie apostolical traditions, or doctrines 
doming either from Christ or from bis Apostles, 
but left by the Apostles unrecorded, are supposed to 
have been recorded by the Fathers of the Church, 
and, in consequence of this mode of conveyance, 
have received the a^Vio^io/ appellation of antiqua 
Patrum tradition 

There is only one more observation necessary, in 
order to make the state of thfe present question fiiUy 
understood. The Tradition^ which to the Church 
ci Rome is a Rule of Faiths being composed of the 
^ine and the A/^iT^ca/ traditions, these, and tiiesef 
inly^ are the kinds of tradition, with which we are 
now concerned. Indeed this is clearly stated by the 
author of the treatise De Ecclesid Christie who says, 
" Quae nunc movetur controversia, est tantum de 
dmnis et apostoUcis traditionibus." Consequently, 
' the characteristic difference between the Churches 
of £ogland and Rome consists in the admission of 
those divine and apostolical traditions on the part of 
the latter^ and in the rejection of them, on the part 

4 See Chap. IL Note 4. wilii tbe text, precedisg andfoUow'* 
iiig that Nat^t 
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of the farmer. Hence Bellarmine bimdelf in ex- 
plaining the state of the present question says^ that 
the Church of Rome, beside the written Word, 
receives an umoritten Word, that is, (as he himself 
adds) the divine and the apostolical traditions* But 
the Protestants^ in opposition to the Church of 
Kome, belieTing (as Bellarmine continues in the 
same place) that aU things, necessary for faith and 
MORALS, are contained in Scripture, contend that 
there is no necessity for an unwritten Word *. The 
0ame characteristic difference between the Churches 
of England and Rome is declared also in the theo* 
logical Lectures at Maynooth : for the author of the 
treatise De Ecclesid Christie immediately after the 
passage above-quoted, relative to the divine and 
apostolical - traditions, adds, that these are the 
traditions, of which the authority is denied by Pro- 
t est ants ^. 

s See Chap. I. Note 11. 

^ Immediately after the words, above-quoted in the text, is 
added. Tales existere, quae ipsius legis scripts vim habent, negafit 
protestaiaes, De Ecclesid Christi, p. 898. Since then the most 
distinguished among the Romish writers themselves declare, that 
the rejection of the authority, ascribed by the Church of Rome 
toTradition asa Ruleof Faith, characterizes Protestants in general^ 
one should hardly suppose that any writer, whether Romanist or 
Protestant, would ncno pretend, that this rejection does not cha- 
racterize the Church of- England. When we say that the re- 
jection of Tradition distinguishes the Church of England from the 
Church of Rome, it must be obvious to every one who coniidert 
ihe subject, that no other Tradition can be meant than the Tra- 
dition, which to the Church of Rome is a Rule of Faith. But to 
prevent, as much as possible, the confusion, which may arise 
from a misapprehension of terms, I have in general had the 
pecaution to explain the term Tradition, when I have said it was 

r^jepte4 
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When the Church of England.tberefore rejected 
Tradition as a Rule of Faith (a point fully proved in 
the preceding Chapter), it rejected what the Church 
of Rome calls the divine and the apostolical tTB.dit\ons. 
The question oi fact then, or the question about 
what things are admitted by one Church and rejected 
by the other^ being now clearly determined; the next 
thing IS, to determine the question of opinion. 
Which of the two Churches is, in this respect, 
mistaken f Has the Church of Rome sufficient 
evidenc^j to prove, that the doctrines, called divine 
and apostolical traditions, really are of divine and 
apostolical origin? If satisfactory evidence can be. 
produced, that they really are what they .pretend 
to be, the Church of England ought not to have 
rejected them. For, in that case, they constitute 
a Rule of Faith, having the same divine origin with 
Scripture itself. In that case the authority claimed 
by the Church of Rome for Tradition, or the un*' * 
written Word, as being equal to, and independent 
oi^ the authority of Scripture, or the written Word, 
will have beeh shewn to rest on a solid foundation. 
The whole therefore depends on the resolution of this 
single question; Do those alleged (Uvine and 
apostolical traditions exist, or not ? The affirmative 
is of course maintained by the Romanists ; whence 
the first and principal proposition advanced on this 

rejected by our Reformers. Thus in my thirteepth liecture I said 
at p. 18, << When Tradition was discarded, as a Rule of Faitl^ 
indepmdent tfthe Bible, out Reformers of course maintained, 
&c." A similar explanation- had been previously given at p. 1 1 , 
when the subject of Tradition was first introduced. Nor has less 
care been taken in the present Work, to prevent the confusion 
which often arises from a misapprehension of terms. 
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subject in the treatise De Ecdesid Christi is |is 
follows, ^' Existunt traditiones divinae etapostoticse ;" 
whence the inference is immediately drawn, •^ quas 
licet 11092 script (B^ vim legis script ce habent^" It is 
our business therefore to inquire, whether their 
existence has been satbfactorily established. 

IL 

The Inquiry, which we are about to institute, 
will be conducted in the most intelligible manner, 
by making Bossuefs Chapter upon Scripture and 
Tradition the basis of that Inquiry. And no 
Romai^st can object to it, a$ Bossuet is universally 
holden by them in the highest estimation. In that 
Chapter, which is the seventeenth in his '^ Exposition 
of the Catholic Faith," says Bossuet, '' Jesus 
'' Christ having laid the foundation of his Church 
" by preaching, the unwritten Word was con- 
" sequently the first rule of Christianity ; and when 
" the writings of the New Testament were added to it, 
^/ its authority was not forfdted on that account ; 
*^ which make us receive, with equal veneration, all 
^' that has been taught by the Apostles, whether in 
" writings or by word of mouth ; which St. Paul 
" expressly recommends to the Thessalonians." Here 
no one will deny^ that Jesus Christ laid the foun- 
dation of his Church by preaching. Nor can we 
deny^ that the unwritten Word was the first Rule 
of Christianity. - As nothing was recorded, at least 
not to our knowledge, during th^ life of our Saviquf^ 
the doctrines, which he taught, were, during tlmt 

^ lb. p. 399, 
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period, so many divine traditions. And divine 
traditions they remained^ till they were recorded in 
the Gospels. Again, as several years probably 
elapsed, after the Apostles had begun to teach under 
the guidance of the Holy Spirit, before they com- 
mitted their doctrines to writings the doctrines^ 
which they taught during that period, were so 
many apostolical traditions. And apostolical tra- 
ditions they remained^ till they were recorded in 
the apostolical epistks. We may safely admit 
therefore, that Tradition, or the unwritten Word, 
was the first Rule of Christianity. The argument 
proceeds, that ^' when the writings of the New 
** Testament were added to it, its authority was not 
^^ forfeited on that account" Now this argument^ 
which is employed also by other writers on the same 
subject, is supposed to establish the authority, 
ascribed by the Church of Rome to the unwritten 
Word* For since it cannot be denied, that this 
was the first Rule of Christianity, the authority, 
which is acknowledged to have been then due to it, 
does not immediately appear to have been actually 
cancelled by the circumstance, that another authority 
was placed by the side of it. Yet, if we examine the 
argument a little more closely j we shall find, that it 
carries with it its own confutation. For it secretly 
implies a point to be proved, and is therefore no* 
thing better than a petitio principii. When they 
say, that the writings of the New Testament were 
added to the unwritten Word, the very term * added* 
implies such a difference between the things them* 
selves, as tacitly affords a foundation for their future 
superstructure. On the supposition, that the whole 
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of the then-uDwrittea Word was afterwards re^ 
corded ia the New Testament, there would be an 
absurdity in saying, that the New Testament was 
added to it This very term therefore most artfully 
implies, that a part at least of God's Word, as 
deUvered by Christ and his Apostles, was not re- 
corded in the New Testament But this is a point, 
which the Romanists cannot take for granted, when 
they are arguing with those, who invariably deny it 
At the very dawn of the Reformation, bot^ Luther 
and Melancthon rejected Tradition as a Rule of 
Faith, because they were convinced, that the whole 
of God's Word was contained in Scripture, or the 
mitten Word. 

Bjut if the whole of God's Word is contained 
in Scripture, or the written Word, how happened 
it, (as is further argued) that St Paul himself 
recommended apostolical traditions to the Thes- 
eaUmians? In a Note to the passage just quoted, 
we are referred by Bossuet to 2 Tbessalonians iL 15. 
where the Apostle (in the words namely of the 
Latin Vulgate) says, Tenete traditiones quas didi* 
cistis, sive per sermonem, sive per epistolam nos- 
tram; and in the words of our own authorised 
version, '^ Hold the traditions^ which ye have been 
taught^ whether by wordy or our epistle.'' This 
passage the Romish writers in general consider as 
decisive: and accordingly, the Note to it in the 
modern editions of the Rhemish Testament, exclaims, 
** See here, that the unwritten tractions of the 
^^ Apostles are no less to be received, than their 
''Epistles.'' 

But let us inquire what St. Paul meant by these 
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4raditwnSi as they are called. Did be intend to 
include in them any portion of those traditioiis/ 
ivhich are ingredients in the Romish Rule of Faith f 
If it cannot be she\^n that he did^ the passage 
affords no proof whatever, that those things exists 
of which it is designed to prove the existence. 
Now, if laying aside the words of a tfanslation, 
and foregoing the advantage, which the term 
* tradition ' affords by its very name^ we examine the 
words of the original, we shall find that the term 
rapodorK does not afford so easy a proof, as the 
Traditio of the Vulgate. When St. Paul said to 
the Thessalonians xf^Tfrrf riq irafAtivug^ the ex^- 
pression was so comprehensive, that it might signify 
generally " observe the directions which have been 
delivered to you." And these directions, delivered 
to them partly in writings partly in person^ might 
have related to discipline^ as well as to doctrine. The 
Church of Thessalonica was founded by St. Paul 
himself, who of course therefore must be supposed 
to have give various directions, relative both to the 
adiQinistration of the community at large, and to 
the personal conduct of individual members. And 
that he really had in contemplation the personal 
conduct of individual members, when he used the 
term, which we translate by * tradition,' is evident 
from the explanation, which he himself hsis ffven 
of this very term, after an interval of only seven 
verses. For he there proceeds in tlie following words, 
" We command you, brethren, in the name of the 
" Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves 
" from every brother, that walketh disorderly^ and 
" not after the tradition, which ye received o{us. 
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<< For yourselves know, how ye aught to follow us; 
^* forwe behaved hot ourselves diaord^rfy among you; 
'^ neither did we eat any man's bread for sought: but 
V wrought with labour and travail night and day^^ 
^' that we might not be chargeable to any of you } 
*^ not beoause we have not power, but to make our-» 
*f selves an ensampk unto you, to follow w^ For 
^i even when we w^re with you, this we commmded 
'^ you, that if any would not work^ neither should he 
'^ eat.*' From this explanation, given by the Apostle 
himself, we see that those vaf^iieut^ or traditions, 
as they are translated, were nothing more, than 
directionff which he gave to the Thessalonians, not 
to walk disorderly J not to eat the bread of others^ 
but to follow his example, and work for their own 
bread. As soon therefore as the whole passage is 
analysed^ wo discover, that 1% is altogether irrelevaqt 
and foreign |o the purpose, for which the Romanists 
produce it But nothing is more common with 
writers on the subject of Tradition^ than to avail 
themselves of the multifarious senseS| in which the 
term may be used. And since it may denote an^ 
thing whatever, which is deliverisd from one person 
to aAOther; since therefore it may be applied as 
varioushf, as the things de&oered lure various, the 
advocate^ of the Church of Rome can prove just 
whatever they please, by arguing that, as Tradition 
is Tradition, so Tradition in am sense is Tra- 
dition in another. In this manner the Jewish 
Masora mij^t serve as an argument iot RonAsh 
Tradition, The Term ^ Masora' iV^e^ denotes Tra- 
dition, and it contains, among other things, various 
readings to the Hebrew Bible, which^ accoipding to 

E 
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the account of the Jews, had been transmitted &raUy 
through many generations, before they were com- 
mitted to writing. If then we set aside all distinction, 
in respect to the quality of the things delivered, 
we may obtain, even from the Masora, as good an' 
argument for Romish Tradition, as the Romanists' 
obtain from the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians* 
Let us suppose however, that, when the Apostle 
used the term ita^ato^utj he had Doctrines in 
contemplation. And let us examine, whether, even' 
on that supposition, the passage proves the po^nt^ 
which it is designed to prove, and, which if it does 
not prove, it proves nothing to the present purpose. 
On that supposition then, St. Paul had delivered. 
Doctrines to the Thessalonians, which are not con- 
tained in bis Epistles to the Thessalonians. . But 
does it further follow, that they are contained in 
none other of St Paul's Epistles ? His Epistles to the 
Thessalonians were among the earliest, if not the 
very earliest, which he composed. And who will 
undertake to prove, that Doctrines, unrecorded in 
the two comparatively short Epistles to the Thessa- 
lonians, were not afterwards recorded, either in the 
Epistle to the Romans, or in the Epistles to the 
Corinthians, or^ in the Epistles to the Ephesians, 
the Colossians, the Philippians, or the Epistles to 
Timothy and Titus ? Now the bare possibility^ that 
they were afterwards recorded, is sufficient to defeat 
the object of the appeal. For the present existence 
of apostolical traditions must be proved, as well as 
their past existence; or the claims of the Church of 
Rome will not be established. And, fov that pur- 
pose, it is necessary to shew, not merely that St. Paul 
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alluded ta Doctrines^ unrecorded when be wrote to the 
Tkessahmans^ but that he alluded to Doctrines left 
unrecorded in his subsequent Epistles. For, if he 
recorded them any where, they are not at present 
apostolical traditions. And what they were^ when 
he wrote to the Tbessalonians, is a question foreign 
to the purpose. There is also another possibility, 
which is sufficient to destroy the inference. They 
may have been afterwards recorded in other Apos- 
tolical Epistles; or they may have been Doctrines, 
taught by Christ himself ^ and recorded in the 
Gospels. In either case they are at present con- 
stituent parts of the a;n«en Word; and consequently 
they afford no argument for the present existence of 
an unwritten Word. 

Having shewn, in what manner the bare possi'^ 
Hlity that Doctrines, unrecorded at one time, were 
recorded at another ^ is sufficient to defeat the appeal 
in question, we may proceed to consider the extreme 
improbability y that an all-wise Providence, imparting 
a new Revelation to mankind, would suffer any 
Doctrine^ or Article of Faithy to be transmitted to 
posterity by so precarious a vehicle, as that of Oral 
Tradition. It is not with Doctrines^ as it is with 
Ceremonies J or even with the usages of Civil Law. 
The daily practice of the Churchy or the daily 
practice of Courts of JusticCy may preserve un- 
altered, through a succession of ages, the forms, 
which are apparent to the external senses. But 
Articles of Faith, which are objects only of the 
inward sense, must unavoidably, when transmitted 
only from mouth to mouth, undergo, in a wry short 
period, material alterations. It is therefore in the; 

ic2 
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highest degree improbftMcr, tb^t ^ny Doctrine^ 
conning from Cbfiat and his Apoatles, should have 
b^en left unrecorded in the iVi^zp Teatammty and 
confided to \)tm future record of the Fathers^ 

But, were the ejristmce of these: apostotical 
traditions ' subject to no douhtp they must be useless to 
Mf unless we have some mean? of knamng them 
when "w^Jind them. Now, if we were searching for 
a few mi^^ pearls^ dispersed in a vmt heap of 
rubbishy the task, though arduauSf would not be 
desperate. For, if perchance we found a place, 
where one of them lay buried, theyinw, and the 
colour of the object, which we were seeking, would 
enable us to distinguish it from the surrounding 
mass, fiut when we are searching for apOitoUeal 
traditions in the Works of the Fathers^ there is 
npthing in those traditions, whiqh particularly n^arks 
their apostolical o^^igin. And when we take into 
consideration the magnitude of the mass, in which 
we have to search, it is sufficient to deter us from 
even making the attempt. For if we select only 
one Greek Father, and one Latin Father, Chry- 
sostom and Jerom, their works alane^ in their best 
editions, amount V^four and twenty folio volumes. 

But, (say the Romanists) the Fathers themselves 
have afforded a criterion, by which apostolical tra- 
ditions may be known, Now it cannot be denied, 

' As the term < apostolical,' is used frequently as a generic 
^ term to include the Doctrines received by the Apostles, as wcjl 
from Christy as from the Holy Spirit, Bossuet himself speaks in 
general terms of traditions coming from the Apostles $ and the 
term apestolieal is here and in the following paragraphs takeK 
inthe tame extejisive seB9e. 
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that the Fathers have^ in various passages, spoliim 
Qf traditions, as coming from the Apostles. These 
passages were, soon after thfe Reformation, collected 
with great industry: they were published all together 
in an early edition of the Rhenish Testament; and 
they form a treasure, from whidh examples have been 
quoted ev^r sinc^; But if we carefully examine these 
passagesi we shall find, that they do not alWayd relate 
to Doctrines^ with which alone we are at presets con- 
cerned. Some of them are mere allusions to cmtoms 
or ceremonies^ supposed* to have been observed since 
the time of the Apostles. And the passages, which 
do relate to Doctrines, relate, for the most part, 
to Doctrines contained in the New Testament^. 
In such Glises therefore the Fathers Spake of Tra- 
dition, not in the confined slebse of an unwritten 
Doctrine^ but in its most extensvoe sense, which 
includes^ as ivell writtefiy As unwritten Doctrines. 
Indeed Beilarmine himself says, Nomen Traditionis 
generate est, et significat omnem doctrinam, sive 
scriptamj sive noa dcriptam ^\ On the other hand, 
if among the Doctrines, so quoted, there be any 
which are not contained in the New Testament, the 
mere circumstance, that they were called apostolical 
traditions, shews nothing more, than,' that the 
writer, who quoted thefii, supposed them to be 
such* But^ wh<^n we are concerned with the proof 
of a facty it it not mere opinion^ which can satisfy 
us» We must have widence of its truth; and no one 

* See Dr. Fulke's edition of the Rhemish Testaml^Dt, with 
remarks ' on the Rhemish Annotators, especially in the secoiu^ 
Epistle to the Thessalohiati^. 

•° De Verho Dd, Lib. IV. Cttp. 2. 
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can bear evidence of what was said or done by an- 
other, unless what was said or done has come within 
his own observation. He gives merely a reportj 
when he states what was said by another, a hundred 
years before he himself was born. And if the saying 
thus reported, has been trusted, during all that 
period, to oral tradition, the hundreds of mouths, 
through which it had passed, before it came to the 
ears of the reporter, must have so changed it, that 
the original saying, and the reported saying would 
be two different things. But what is the interval of 
one century, or even of two centuries in comparison 
of that interval, which elapsed between the apostolic 
age, and the age or ages, when such Doctrines were 
first recorded, as those of Transubstantiation, the 
Worshipping of the Host, the propitiatory sacrifice 
of the Mass, the Communion under one kind, the 
grant of Indulgences, the praying of souls out of 
Purgatory, the Invocation of Saints, and the re- 
mission of sin through their intercession and merits ? 
Were these Doctrines recorded by any Father of 
the four first centuries ? And as for writers of the 
eighth, ninth, and tenth, centuries, they had no 
other sources of information, than such as are equally 
open to writers of the present day. 

When we descend therefore to particulars, and 
exaqaine severally the Doctrines, which the Church 
of Rome has dignified with the appellation of apos- 
tolical traditions, we perceive at once, that the pre- 
tensions of that Church are devoid of foundation. In- 
deed Bossuet himself was aware of the consequences 
resulting from minute examination. He wisely 
therefore deab in generals. And knowing the 
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impracticalHlity of ^md/ig-'the traditions of his Church 
to the place from which they are said to come, he 
has ingeniously converted the very uncertainty of 
their 'X)rigin, into an argument for their apostolical 
origin. He says, '^ A most certain mark, that 
'' a Doctrine comes from the Apostles, is, when all 
'^ Christian Churches embrace it, without its being 
" in tiie power of any one to shew where it had 
'* a beginning^' Now of the Doctrines, recorded 
in the New Testament, we know the beginning :• 
and this very knowledge is a sufficient reason for our 
receitmg them. But when Bossuet says of the 
apostolical traditions, that it is not in the power of 
any one to shew, where they had a beginning, our 
Tery ignorance about where they had a beginning, is 
a sufficient reason for our refusing to receive them^ 
as Doctrines having an apostolical beginning. Nor 
can this uncertainty be removed by his other cri- * 
terion, namely, that ^^ all Christian Churches em^ 
brace^^ them : for the argument is here applied to 
the reception of those ^very things, which all Pro-? 
testant Churches, with exception, rgect. When 
Bossuet, in the next sentence, argues to the im^ 
possibility, ^^ that a doctrine, received from the very 
" cmnmencement of the Church, could ever com^ 
♦^ from any other source, than from that of th^ 
" Apostles," he varies from the argument, which he 
had founded on the uncertainty of origin* But it 
was merely for the sake of giving some colour to 
that argument, that the additional observation was 
made about Doctrines received from the very com- 
mencement of Christianity. For the learned Bishop 
of M^aux was certainly not ignorant, that the 
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Couticil of Trent had, in the Doctride of the 
EuchurUt^ decreed as a law, what the Councii 
itself acknowledged to be in oppmtiento the Doc- 
trine received from the aymmencetnent of Chris* 
tiiinity *'. And, if he had applied his observation to 
varibus other Doctrines, of which the Council of 
Tk*ent made no such acknowledgenient^ but for 
which it pretended to have the authority of apos- 
tolical Tradition, he would have been utterly unabte 
to trace such Doctrines to the Apostks. Even ^ere 
it possible, to trace them to the Apostolic age^ there 
troiild still, be wanting the additional proof, that they 
canoe froih tbe Jipasttds. We know, thatheresi^ 
erept itiM the Church even in their days; and that 
file ^pt^tdlical Epistles were designed, in many 
places, to pdnt out such heresies, and to declare 
What was the genuine apostolical Doctrine. If then 
those Doctrines, for wliich there is lio foundation in 
Scripture, could be traced to the very age of the 
Apostleld, the only alteration in the inference wouM 
fe^pett the date of the heresy. When Bdssuet 
tbeirefore concludes, by commrending the enddivourls 
of tte Chlirch of Rome to collect all that the Fathers 
fravi^ left us, atad tb preserve " the deposit of JV«- 
dkidH M carefully, as that of the Scriptures,'* he 
Min^nds the preservation of a deposit, on which 
there is izo reliance. 

But in the theoloj^cal Lectures at Mai^nooth 
we find amther criterion, by whidi apostolical 
tr«ditidn6 ttdiay be known. This criterion is tiie 
ttfianimitj/ of th^ Fattiers in regard to any particular 
doctrin0. J^ proposition is delivered in the foUow- 
» " iSee Chap. in. i?ote 1. 



ing wordi, ^^Unamm Ptttnim^ md d^dztnam 
'^•li(][ilatn Mfltrckidaal, goobusu) C€rtimmi/^ tA 
<' VeriMtis aiguiti6Dt»<D'\'' Bat uiifbrtiinatdiy Absv 
criterioti is wholly ioAppiitobte to tbe tases^ whcift 
tfae ap{»licatite is wrnit^ FOr tiiottgh the Fatben^ 
iQ general, maintaiii the I>oebriDeb> which the Chorfch 
df fibgiand has iacraimm^ith.the Ghuroh c^RchM^ 
slich lor inslBiicB as the Doctruaas of the Trimt^ 
aiid ths Atonement^ yet tiit Dectrmte, la which tiba 
Chttith of £i^^ftkid t^ei^ irdm the Church of 
Rome, «ti pieeisdy the doctrioeB, iki . which, the 
S\Eitbek*s are not uaacnnOuSi Itideed tiie Doctarihesi 
maibtiiiacd by the earhf Fathers^ are quite at 
MfMlnce ivith the DofetrineB, which dutin^nA tiii 
Chqrch of itond^. 

There is ooie motis drguktioit for the apostxilioal 
traditions, v^hich I have reserved for the laa^ be>- 
caute, on the principles df the Church of jRaMd^ 
it is quite titiaaswerafolei We are toid^ that not 
h»% the Wprks of &e Fathers, blit tb&t the 
Decrees of General Ctkmciis (otm a repository of 
tiKse traditions^ . Indeed the theological Lectures lit 
Maynooth place this repository in the £3reiiiost 
ratik* We are not r^rred Id the Works of the 
Eatfa^s in tfaejifrsr insttoce, and to the Decrees of 
Couticils in the isetmui instance, as having bortmoed 
from the Works of the Fathers. The Decrees of 
CoilnciU theri lake prUedbHce. For the repositories 
lof Tradition are thus slated in tbr following sentenee. 
^yTraditioms nonine intelligitur doctriaa, ialibris 
*' canonicis non scripta, quamvis in Condliorum 

'* De EcdesiA CUrUrtb p. 416. 
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canooibm^ et sanctoram Patrum operibus.legitar ^'Z' 
This precedence is attended with incalcalable ad- 
vantage. For since General Councils are declared in 
the same Lectures to be absolutely infallible in 
points of fidth '^ it follows ^f course, that whatever 
Doctrine suck authority has pnmouhced aa apos^ 
toUedl tradition, must be receive as apostolical, 
fiut. it is quite superfluous for an infallible Council, 
acting under the immediate guidance of the |loly 
Spirit, to take the trouble of searching for apostolical 
traditicMis in the Works of the Fat Iters. The easiest, 
and indeed the most consistent mode would be, to 
use in everjf Decree the language which was holden 
by the Council of Trent in a Decree on the Eucharist, 
and to proclaim that, " Holy mother Church ac- 
knowledges its awn authority '^" But asnoPro- 
testant can ascribe infallibility to any Church, and 
le^stofall to a Church, which has exhibited so 
niiany proofe oi error, the admission of Doctrines by 
the Council of Trent, under the name of apostoliod 
traditions^ must be considered as insuffkient evi- 
drace, that the doctrines, so received, had an 
apostolical origin. 

Upon the whde then, we may safely infer, that 
there is no foundation whatever for the alleged 
existence of those divine and apostolical traditions, 
which are made to constitute ah unwritten Word, 
or Tradition as a Rule of Faith. The Church of 
England therefore acted wisely in r^ecting that 
Rule. And when we further consider the con- 

"P.S98. «*P.166. 

'5 See Chap, QI. Note h 
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sequences of that rejection, when we consider the 
load of superstition, from which we were freed by 
the means of that rejection, we may well assert, 
that the rejection of Tradition, as a Rule of Faith^ 
was the vital principle of the Reformation. 
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CHAP. V. 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE CHURCHES OF ENGLAND 
AND ROME IN RESPECT TO THE CANON OF 
SCRIPTURE. ^THE LATTER ADMITS, AS CANO- 
NICAL, VARIOUS BOOKS AND PARTS OF BOOKS, 
IN T^E OLD TESTAMENT, WHICH THE FORMER 

CONSIDERS AS APOCRYPHAL. ^HISTORY OF 

THE CANON OF THE OLD TESTAMENT, AS CON-' 
TAINED IN THE SEPTUAGINT AND THE VULGATE. 
— - THE CANON OF THE OLD TESTAMENT, WHICH 
WAS SANCTIONED BY OUR SAVIOUR, THE SOLE 

CANON TO BE RECEIVED BY CHRISTIANS. 

PROOF, THAT THIS CANON, IS THE CANON OF 

THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND. ON THE OTHER 

HAND, THE CANON OF THE OLD TESTAMENT, 
ADOPTED 3Y THE CHURCH OF ROME, RECEIVED 
THE SANCTION, NEITHER OF CHRIST, NOR OF 
HIS APOSTLES. 



Jt H £ fundamental difference between the 
Churches of England and Rome, in respect to 7Va- 
dition as a Rule of Faith, having been fully ex- 
plained, let us now consider the difference between 
them, in respect to Scripture itself. And, as Scrip* 
ture is to both Churches a foundation of Faidi, 
though not the sole foundation to the Church of 
Rome, it necessarily follows, that whatever difference 
subsists between them, in regard to the Canon of 
3cripture, is again b, fundamental difference. 



CfiAB V* Churchis qfEngkmd and Rome. TT 

When it is said that the Bible is a common 
authority to Christians of every denomination, the 
assertion must be understood with certain limitations; 
for not eoery part of the Bible, which is received 
by ime Church, is received by another. But, since 
we are at present concerned only with the Churches 
of England and Rome, it is unnecessary to inquire 
into the Canon, either of (he Greek Church, or of 
the Syrian Church, or of the Armenian Church, or 
any other Church, or Churches, than those, to 
which the inquiry now relates. And, as we com*' 
pared our sixth Article with the fourth Session of 
the Covincil of Trent, to ascertain the diflference on 
the subject of Tradition^ we must again compare 
them, to determine the difference between the two 
Churches, in regard to the Canon of Scripture. 

Our sixth Article does not enumerate the books, 
of which the New Testament is composed ; but says 
only, '^ All the books of the New Testament, as 
*^ they are commonly received, we do receive, and 
'^ account them ca/nomcaV^ Now the books of the 
New Testament, which are commonly recdved, are 
the books, which are printed, not only in our 
authorised version^ but^ also in the editions of the 
Greek Testament The same books also constitute 
the New Testament, as printed in the Latin Vulgate; ' 
and they are enumerated in the Decree, made at the 
fourth Session of the Council of Trent, in which 
they are called, Ubri sacri et camndci* In respect 
therefore to the books which constitute the New 
Testament, that is, in respect to the Canon of the 
New Testament, the Churches of England and Rome 
agree. 



78 Comparative View of the Chap. V# 

But there is a material difference between them 
in regard to the Canon of the Old Testament. The 
canonical books of the Old Testament are, accmtiii^ 
to the sixth Article, The five books of Moses; the 
books of Joshua, Judges, and Ruth; the two books 
of Samuel, the two of Kings, and the two of 
Chronicles ; the first and second books of Esdras, 
commonly called Ezra, and Nehemiah; the books 
of Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Solo- 
mon's Song; the four greater, and twelve lesser 
prophets. These are the only books of the Old 
Testament, which the Church of England receives 
as canonical^ or, to which it appeals (^ the purpose 
of establishing " ar^ Doctrine.'' The other books, 
which are comprehended under the general name of 
ApocryphOy the Church of England does not apply 
(as is stajted in the same Article) ^^ to establish any 
Doctrine:"" These are, the third and fourth books 
of Esdras, or the first and second apocryphal bodis 
of Esdras ; the book of Tobias (or Tobit) ; the book 
of Judith; the rest of the book of Esther; the book 
. of Wisdom," of Jesus the Son of Sirach, or Eccle- 
siasticus, and of Baruch ; the Song of the three 
Children, the Story of Susanna, of Bel and the 
Dragon, and the Prayer of Manasses ; the first book 
of Maccabees, and the second book of Maccabees. 
Now these books, and parts of books, which we not 
only separate from the other books of the Old 
Testament, but altogether omit in the small editbns 
of the Bible, are received as sacred and canonical 
by the Church of Rome, with the exception of the 
third and fourth books of Esdras, and the Prayer of 
Manasses. 
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That the Church of Rome, with the aforesaid 
exceptions, receives those books, and partes of books, 
as sacred and canonical, appears from the catalogue, 
which is given iii the Decree made at the fourth 
Sf^ioh of the Council of Trent'.' For in that 
catfJdgue the books of Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, 
Ecciesiasticus, Barucb, and the first and second 
books of M&ccabees are mentioned by nmne^ in 
addition to those, which are in the Canon of both 
Cburches. And, though this Decree does not 

' Immediately after the words* paripietaHs qffhctu ac re?oe* 
rentid smcipit et veneratur^ which close the quotation to Not^ 8, 
to the second Chapter, the Decree proceeds as follows: ** Sacro- 
** rum vero librorumindicem huic Decreto adscribendum censuit ; 
« ne cut dubitatio suboriri possit, quinam sint, qui ab ipsS 
<< Synodo suscipiuntur. Sunt vero infrascripti. Testament! 
<< Veteris, quinque Moysi, id est, Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, 
^^ Niimeri, Deuteronomium, Josue, Judicum, Ruth, quatuor Re- 
*< gum, quo Paralipomenon, Esdrse primus, et secundus qui 
** dicitur Neemias, ThohiaSf Judith, Hester, Job, Psalterinm 
*< Davidicum centum quinquagintapsalmorum, Parabolse, Ecde« 
*^ siastes, Canticum canticorum, Sapientia, Ecdesiasticus, Isaias, 
^^ Hieremias cum Baruch, Ezechiel, Daniel, duodecim prophetie 
<' minores, id est, Osea, Joel, Amos, Abdias, Jonas, Micheas, 
<^ Naum, Abacuch, Sophonias, Aggsus, Zachariad, Malachias, 
^^ duo MaehabiBorum,primuset secundus. Testamenti Novi quatuor 
*< Evangelia, secundum Matthseum, Marcum, Lucam et Joan- 
** nem. Actus Apostolorum a Luca evangelist^ conscripti. Qua- 
*' tuordecim Epistolse Pauli Apostoli, ad Romanos, duae ad Co* 
** rinthios, ad Galatas, ad Ephesios, ad Philippenses, ad Colos- 
** sefises, duffi ad Thessalonicenses, duas ad Timotheum, ad 
<^ Titum, ad Philemonem, ad Hebrsos, Petri Apostoli dus, Jo- 
*^ annis Apostoli tres, Jacob! Apostoli una, Judse Apostoli una, 
^< et Apocalypsis Joannis Apostoli. Si quis autem libros ipso^ t». 
** tegrosy cum omnibus suis partibus, prout in EccUsid Catholic^ 
^^ legi consueverunt, et in ijeteri vulgata latind editione kabentur, 
** pro SACRis et canonicis non susceperit, et traditiones prae- 
*^ dictas sciens et prudens contempserit, anathema sit'' 
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oifiDtion by fiamej either that part of Esther, which 
i3 placed in our Apocrypha, or the Song of the 
three Children, or the Story of Susanna, or that of 
Bel and the Dragon, yet it certainly inok^des those 
portions of our Apocrypha, for that part of Estberi 
which we pkoe in oux Apocryphoj is, according to 
the Latin Vulgate, (which the Council of Trenl^ in 
the very aame Session declared the authentio editioo 
of the Scriptures^) a constituent part of the camm&d 
book of Esther. And tlie other three portions, are 
according to the same Vulgate, constituent parts of 
the book of Daniel. But to remove all doubt, whether 
in the books of Estlier ^nd Daniel, the apocryphal 
p^ts of ih§m were meant to be included, the 
Council of Trent has deckred in the very same 
Decree, that it receives the books of the Old Testa- 
ment entire with all their parts, as they are con- 
tained in the Jjatin Vulgate ('^ Libro9 ipws iqtegros, 
'^ cum ^mmbm mis partibfis^ proiit in ecclesii 
*^ catholic^ legi consueverunt, et in veteri vulgatd 
** latind editione habentur/') The whole therefore of 
our Apocrypha, with the exception of the third, and 
fourth books of Esdras, and the Prayer of Ms^nasses^ 

^ Insuper eadem sacrojsancta Synodus con^iderana, nim (larum 
iitilit^tis accjedere posse Ecclesice Dei, »i ex omnibus Latinis 
editionibus, quaecircumferuntur^sacrorum librorum quibaam pro 
AUTHEKTicA habeuda sit, innotescat, statuit e^ declarat, ut haec 
ipsa vetus et vuigata editio, quae lofigo tot $9CuloniiKi U9u in ips^ 
Ecclesift probata est, in publicui fectiamiuSf dtspukOumiius; 
pradkationHuSf et expositumlnu pro authentic a habeatur ; et 
ut nemo illam rejicere quovis prostextu audeat vel {Hraesuinat. 
P. XXI. Ib this maoQ6tr did the Coufici) qf Trent elevate a mere 
translation to the rank of the original Scriptures. Indeed the 
flebrew Bible, the true origuial of the Old Testament, would not 
have suited tbefutfose of that CouQcii* 
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the Council of Trent has placed among the sadred 
and canonical writings of the Old Testament Indeed 
it not only includes them unda: the general appellar 
tion of books sacred and cam>nical, but it further 
declares^ that all their canonical books are to be 
received with sentiments of e^[ual piety and reverence 
(pari pietatis affectu ac reverentii.) 

It is truej that many of the Romish writers^ 
. amoQg others Bellarmine himself> have divided tlie 
books of the Old Testament into two separate classes, 
of which thejirst class contains the books^ which 
both Churches receive as canonical, while the booksj^ 
received as canpnical by the Church of Rome, and' 
not by the Church of England, are referred to 
a second class. It is further true, that some writers 
have given to the books of the former class the title 
of lil^ri proto-csLnonidf and to the books of the latter 
class, the title of libri deutero^canonki. Hence it 
has been inferred, that they considered the books of 
tht laitter class, Mcanordcai indeed, but as canonical 
in an inferior degree. Now, if a book considered by 
the Church of England as apocryphal, is received by 
the Church of Rome as being in any respect canonical, 
the two Churches are still at variance. But it is really 
absurd to talk of a fhe^um between canoilical and 
uncanonical, or of degrees of canonicity* Let us ask^ 
what the Church of England understands by 
a canonical book. This question is answered in the 
sixth Article. It is a book, to which we may appeal 
in confirmation of Doctrines. It belongs to the 
Canony or to the Rule of Faith. And the very same 
explanation is given in the corresponding Decree of 
the Council of Trent, namely, that which passed at 
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the fourth Session. For after an enumeration of the 
books called sacred and canonical (sacri et canonici) 
tbe'Decree concludes with the observation, that the 
authorities above-stated are those, which the Council 
proposes to use in confirmation of Doctrines (in eon- 
£rmandis dogmatibus.) Every book therefore. must 
either be^ or not be, acknowledged as a work of 
authority for the establishment of Doctrines. Be- 
tween its absolute rejection, audits absolute admission 
there is no medium. When the question relates to 
the establishment of Doctrines^ a book must have 
full authority for that purpose, or its authority is 
worth nothing. And hence the Council of Trent 
very consistently ascribed equal authority to them 
all. No writer therefore, belonging to the Church 
of RomCf could represent their authority as unequal^ 
iviihout impugning that Decree of the Council of 
Trent We might be certain then, without further 
examination, that the infereoce deduced from the 
terms jE^ro^o-canonicus, and ^^ero-canonicus was 
devoid of foundation. 

But that nothing may be omitted on a subject 
of such importance, let us examine what the Romish 
writers themselves have said in regard to this two** 
fold division. And for this purpose let us again have 
recourse to Bellarmine, who is far the most metho- 
dical ^nd comprehensive, on this, as on all other 
subjects of Romish Theology. In tjie jftrst Book 
of his treatise on * The Word of God, where he 
examines the difference between the Canon of the 
Protestants and the Canon of the Church of Rome, 
be divides, in his fourth Chapter, the books of the 
Old Testament into, two classes. In the j^r^/ class' 
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be places those books, which are uwoersally all 
to be canonicalt or " of whose authority (in the 
** words of our sixth Article) there was neyer any 
'' doubt in the Chufch/' In the sec(md class he 
places those books of the Old Testament, which are 
received as canonical by the Church of Rome, but 
Hot received as such by Protestants ^ It is likewise 
true, that Bellarmine calls the books of the former 
class libri prim ordinis, aiid the books of the latter 
^lass libri secundi brdihis^ But it is not true, that 
the terms primus ordo, and secundus ordo, here 
imply an imqUality, in respect to their canonical 
authority. The division was made solely with 
a view to perspicuity ; it was made for the sole pur- 
pose of distinguishing those books, which were the 
subjects of contriwersyy from those, on which all 
parties were agreed. And so far was Bellarmine 
from making any thing like concession^ \n regard to 
the books of the second class, that his very object is 
to defend their canonical authority in Opposition to 
the Protestants. He examines the authority of the 
disputed books, one after the other ; and he con- 
cludes by pronouncing them truly canonical. For 
. instance, in his ninth Chapter, speaking of those 
parts of Daniel, which we place in the Apocrypha 
(namely the Song of the three Children, the Story of 
Susanna, and that of Bel and the Dragon) he says, 
*Mt is certain that all these parts of Daniel are truly 
** canonical (certum est has omnes partes Danielis 
" vere esse canonicas.^* And in his tenth Chapter, 

' He has also a third Class, which it is unnecessary to no- 
tice here, because it includes such books as the Church of Rome 
\X»%]S rejects. 

f2 



84 Cowfiaratm View oftM QHAPt V. 

ai^eaking of Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, £colesi«sticufl» 
«nd the two books of the MaccabQe3» he not only 
says, that the Church oi Rome Mda them to be 
moored apd Canonical (pro sacria et caqeoicis babet,) 
but be adds, that they are so sacred a^ to be of 
infalliUfi truth (hos libros ita esse sacro% ut siot 
iiffallibilis ymtBAis.) A stronger expressioa be coald 
ji/ot have used, if bo had been speaking o^ Moses 
iM^d the Prophets. There is ab fouQdatioa then 
whatever iot tha opinion, that, when the books, 
received as canqnical by the Church of Rome, are 
divided into two classes, the division inifdi^ m 
inferiority of the latter to the former. 

Nor mu3t we forget, that, as this division ia 
made in controversy with Protestants^ for the pur* 
pose only of distinguishing the subjects of coa- 
troversy, so the Church of Rome, on all other 
occasions has carefully abstained from making any 
distinction whatever. Though the Apocrypha or 
books of tiie second class are, in Protestant Bibles, 
detached from the books of the first class, and placed 
together by themselves, yet no such separation ia 
either made, or allowed to be made, in Biblesi which 
are used by members of the Church of Rome. Nor 
is any such separation observable in that catalf^ue of 
canonical writings, which b officially given by the 
Council of Trent For the books belonging to one 
class are there iniennij^ed mth the books belonging 
to the other ; so that all distinction between them is 
utterly done away\ The books of Tobit and Judith 
are there named between the books of Nehemah and 

^ See the preceding Note L 
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Esther; the bookie of Wisdom and Mcclesiasticas^ 
between Salomon^ $ Scmg, and Imah; Baruch is 
annexed to J&emiah ; nor is any part of our Apo- 
crypha enumerated after the books, which we receive 
as canonical, except the two books of MaccabeeSi 
which have the last place assigned to them for no 
tAhtx reascAi, than because they record events of 
so much kter date. If we examine the editions of 
the Latin Voljgate, which have been printed sintt 
the time of tive Council of Treuti and printed by 
Papal authority f we sball find an arraHgemen!^ 
which perfectly accords with the above-named Cain, 
logue. Nor do the preceding editions differ in aii^ 
other respect, than, that many, if not most, of 
them, contain also the third and fourth books of 
Eftdras, with the Prayer of Manasses '. 

The Dimay translation of the Old Testament 
has .again the same arrangement, as the modem 
editions of the Latin Vulgate, from which indeed 
(and not from the Hebrew) the translation was 
made^ This translation was published by the 
English College at Douay in 1609; ^d with the 
Rhemish translation of the New Testament, first 
printed in 15S2, it forms the English Bible, which 

' The third and fourth books of Esdras, with the prayer of 
ManasseS) are printed also by Sabatier in his Biblia Sacra, pub* 
Itshed lit Rheims in I74S9 in three volumes folio. But, in con* 
sequence of their rejection by die Council of Trent, they are 
printed m thU editimi at the end, and under the title LiM Apo*> 
cryphu See vol. III. p. 1038, arc. The other apocryphal books 
are Intenydxed with Ae canonical books in the numner above* 
descr9)ed* 

< An EngUsh translation of the Hebrew Bible would not in^ 
deed be consistent with the Degree quoted abQve in Note 2. 
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aloue 18 used by the Romanists of this country. In 
1804i a new edition of this English Bible, with 
Notes by Bbhop Chaloner, was printed at £din-> 
burgh, in five volume octavo?, ^d in this edition, 
as in the Latin Vulgate, the books of Tobit and 
Judith are placed immediately after the second book 
pf Esdras, or Nehemiah ; then follows the book of 
Esther, including both the canonical, emd the apo- 
fryphal part of it Between Solomon's Song and 
Isaiah are placed the books of Wisdom and Eccle-^ 
^iasticus; the book of Baruch immediately follows 
the lamentations of Jeremiah; the Song of the three 
Children is inserted in the third chapter of Daniel, 
while the story of Susanna makes the thirteenth, and 
that of Bel and the Dragon the fourteenth chapter 
of Daniel. Immediately after the book of Malachi, 
are placed the two books of the Maccabees. But lest 
it should be supposed, that they are thus. ea;'c/t^ife^ 
from the Canon, we find a Note at the beginning of 
the first book, in which they are expressly declared 
to be f^part of the Canon. 

Th^re^is only one more observation neeessary, ia 
order to make the state of the question understood. 
Among the apocryphal books of the Old Testament 
there are several, which are read in the public service 
of our Church; especially the bqoks of Wisdom and 
Ecclesiasticus, from which t^^o hooJi^s alone nearly 
thrice as n^any Lessons are taken, as fropi all the 
pther apocryphal hooks put together. Now these 

7 Two move editions of diis Bible are now priBttiag ;. oneai 
Manchester, the other at Dublin. But both of them, as I under** 
ftand, are m folio, and therefore not very likely to be geneiallf 
pif dilated pmong the common people^ 
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books undoubtedly contain very excellent moral 
instructions : and our sixth article declares that 
when apocryphal books are read in the Church, 
they are read '^ for example of lif$ and instruction 
of manners '•" But there is a wide difference be* 
tween reading a book for instruction of manners, 
and reading it to establish Doctrines or Articles 
of Faith. Indeed the sixth article expressly de* 
clareS) that they are not read for the purpose of 
establishing any Doctrine. And the bare act of 
reading them in the Church cannot possibly imply, 
that they have canonical authority ; or the rubric 
in the Communion Service, which enjoins the read*' 
ing either of a Homily or of a Sermon, after the 
Nicene Creed, must be supposed to imply, that such ' 
Homily or Sermon has likewise canonical authority* 

IL 

The difference between the two Churches, in 
respect to the Canon of Scripture, being now fully 
understood, let us next inquire into the principles^ 
on which they have respectively acted in ^eir 
determination of the Canon. For this inquiry will 
enable us to ascertain, which of them has deter- 
mined rightly. That the Council of Trent assumed 
the privilege of raising to the rank of canonical 
authority what was generally acknowledged to havef 

* The observation of Jerom, to whom this Article refers 
applies in particular to the books of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus 9 
for in reference to these two books he says, ** Hsc duo volumina 
** legit ad edificationem plebis, non ad autoritatem ecdesiasti* 
** corum dogmatum coofirmandam/' Hieronymif Opp* tonu 1% 
p. 9d9t ed. Benedicts 
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M such authority, is a charge, which cmnot be 
made without injustice. The powar of declariiig 
canonical a book, which has never laid claim to that 
title, is a power not exercised even by the Church 
of Rome. In this respect, it acts like other 
Churches: it sits in judgement on eating claims^ 
and determines, whether they are valid, or not 
Put as the Church of Home has decided one way, 
and the Church of England another, we must inquiry 
Into the claims of those books, which the former re« 
ceives, and the latter rejects, 

That books of the Old Testament, which we 
pall apocryphal, were pronounced canonical by the 
Council of Treri, is a decision by no means peculiar 
to that Council. Even the third Council of Carthage 
which was holden before the close of i\xt fourth 
century, has given a catalogue of the canonical 
ivritings of the Old Testament, in which the books 
of Tobit and Judith, with two books of the Macca-r 
bees are expressly mentioned as belonging to the 
scripturae canonic(B ^ And the expression, used in 

^ The forty-seventh Canon of this Council, which was holden 
in the year 397, under the presidency of Aurelius Bishop of 
Carthage, is as follows, ** Item placuit, ut praeter scripturas 
^ canonicas nihil in £cclesi4 legatur, sub nomine divinarum 
f* scripturarum. Sunt autem canonica scripturae : Genesis, Exi- 
f* odus, Leviticus, Numeri, Deuteronomium, Jesus Nave, Judiv 
¥ cum, Ruth, Regnorum libri qiu^tuor, Paralipomenon libri dvao^ 
** Job, Psalterium Davidicum, Salomonis libri quinquey libri duo- 
^ decim prophetarum, Isnias, Jeremias, Ezechie],Danie], Tobias^ 
* Judith, Esther, Esdrs libri duo, Mackabaorum Ubfi duo. Nov! 
*^ autem Testament!, Eyangeliprum libri quatuor, Actuum Apos- 
^ M>lorum liber unus, Pauli apostoli epistolse tredecim, eji^sdem 
^ ad Hebraeos una, Petri Apostoli duse, Jpannis Apostoli tres, 
^ Judae Apostoli una, et Jacobi una, Apocalypsis Joannis liber 
" unus." Labbei et Cossartii Concilia^ torn. 11. p. 1177. 
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that catalogue, of theatre bookd of Solomon {qumque 
libiri Solomonis^) must have been designed to include 
both the book of Wisdom and that of EcclesiasticuB; 
the otl^er three being the Proverbs^ Ecdesiastes^ 
and Solomon's Song'^ Indeed the Council of 
Trent declared no other books to be sacred and 
canonicaly than such, as had existed from the 
earliest ages of Christianity, not only in the Latin 
version of the Old Testament, but even in the ancient 
Greek version, which is known by the name of the 
Septuagint The intermxture also of canonical 
and apocryphal books is observed in the Greek 
version, as well as in the Latin^ It is true, that 
in the modern printed editions, especially in editions 
printed by Protestants^ the two kinds are separated. 
But in the manuscripts of the Septuagint, there is 
the same intermixture of canonical and apocryphal 
books as in the manuscripts of the Latin version "« 
Now this agreement between the Greek and the 

^^ The seemingly strange expression of quingue libri Sabmonis 
Is explained by Augustiiie, who was himself present at the 
Council. In his treatise, De Doctrin& Christian^ (Lib. II. cap. 8.) 
after having mentioned the Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Solo- 
mon's Song, as libri ires Salomonis, he immediately adds, illt 
duo libri, unus qui Sapientia^ et alius qui Ecclesiasticm inscrl- 
bitur, de quadam similitudine Salomonis 4licuntur. Since then 
Eccksu^ticniSj as well as the book of Wisdom^ was then caUed in 
the Latin Church after the name of Solomon^ we can account 
for the expression qtdnque libri Salomonis. 

" Tbough the manuscripts of the Sq>tuagint have the same 
intermixture of canonical and apocryphal books, as those of the 
Latin version, yet in the particular arrangement oi single books 
there are sometimes variations. For the same apocryphal part, 
has not always in one manuscript exactly the same place» which 
It has in another. 
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Latin versions of the Old Testament, arose from the 
circumstance, that \hQ.old Latin version was nothing 
more, than a translation of the ,Greek version! 
Indeed the Hebrew original was quite inaccessible to 
Latin translators in Europe and Africa, during the 
three first centuries. In those ages, the Jews them- 
selves, who inhabited Greepe, Italy, and Africa^ 
read the Old Testament in theGreek version. Thus 
the Greek Bible became to the Latin Christians 
a Jcind of original^ from which they derived their awn 
tratislation of the Scriptures. 

But if the Jews in those ages, and in those 
countries, read the Old Testament in the Greek 
version, and, except the most learned among them, 
understood not the Hebrew original, they were still 
acquainted with the difference, which subsisted be- 
tween the former and the latter. They knew, that the 
Greek Bible contained various books, and parts of 
books, which were not contained in the Hebrew 
Bible: and to writings of /Aw description they con* 
sequently ascribed less authority. They knew alsp, 
that the writings, which the Greek Bible, or the 
Septuagint, contained in addition to the writings of 
the Hebrew Bible, were most of them Greei: in their 
very oripn: and that, if any of them ever Afl^rf ex- 
isted in Hebrew, the Greek translation of them was 
all that they themselves possessed '*, 

" The book of Ecclesiasticus, as appear^ fVom chap. L. 27* 
was written by ^' Jesus the son of Sirach o£ Jerusalem ^^' and 
was consequently written, not in Grdek, but in ah oriental \wl* 
guage. This oriental language is, in the Prologue of his 
grandson (who translated it into Greek in the time of Euergete^ 
King of Egypt, about 133 A. c.) caUed the Hebrevo language: in 

the 
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These writings, whether Greek originals, or 
Greek translations, though antecedent to the birth 
of Christ, were, all of them, written within a periodt 

the words of the Greek the thmgs of that book are said to have 
beetx *Z0f'iarl ^fyofiiva. But a book written by a native of 
Jerusalem four hundred years after the Babylonish captivity, and 
written for the purpose of general instruction, could not have 
been written in the ancieiU Hebrew, or the Hebrew of the Old 
Testament. For thai language had long ceased to be the ver- 
^ pacular language of |he Jews; the descendants of those who were 
' carried c^tive to Chaldse, having returned to Judaea with the 
language of their conquerors. Hence arose the ChaldeeTargums 
or paraphrases, which were read even in the Synagogues. But 
though the language spoken by the Jews of Judaea, during several 
centuries before tlie birth of Christ was in reality Chaldee/or^ as 
it is sometiqaes C4lled, Si^ro^Chaldee^ it still went by the name of 
Hebrervf the two languages b^ing closely allied, and their con- 
pexion being made still closer by the circumst^ce, that after the 
Ci^tivity the Hebrew Bible was written with Chaldee characters^ 
Hence St. Paul, when he addressed the Jews of Jerusalem in 
their native language is said to have spoken in the Hebreoj dialect 
(tS *£^p»»% ^mkXixtw.) Acts xxii. 2. In the same kind of Hebrew 
tharefpre, th^t i^, in Chaldee, must Jesus, the son of Sirach, 
have writteif t Again, when it is said, that the first book 6f the 
Maccabees was written in Hebrew^ we must understand the 
term in the 9a|np sense : for same pf the events recorded in that 
l)ook, happened within an hundred and fifty years of the birth of 
Christ. Those two books theq, Ecclesiasticus and the first of the 
Maccabees were originally Chaldee : but th^ Jews of Jerusalem 
did nQtj^eserve the opginalst— -Twp iQore books, qainely Tobit 
and Juditby are said to have been written ip Chaldee. Jerom i^ 
his Preface to Tobit calls it librum Chaldcto senqone conscriptum 
(tom. I. p. 1158. ed* Benedict.) : and ip his Preface tp Judith he 
(:allsalsoMa/ bopk liber ChqUkco sermpne popscriptus (Ib,p.l IVO.) 
But the Chaldee copjes of Tobit and Judith, pf which Jerom 
speaks, may at least have been nothing more than mere translations 
from the Greek. And that they toere so is not improbable, since 
prigen, who lived more than an hundred a^d fifty years befctre 

Jerooii 
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which could not have extended to more tsbaxi two 
centuries before that event. At ^^hBt partioiUair 
time each of them was written it would be difficult at 

Jeroniy declares, that he had inquired among the Jews themselTes, 
(namely those of Judaea) about the books of Tobit and Judith, 
and had learnt that those books did not then exist among them. 

£p. ad Afiicanum Cap. 18. torn. L p. 26. ed Benedict. And we 
know that in modem times the book of Tobit has beeu translated 
Into Hebrew, as appears from the editions of Fagius and Mim- 
ster. — ^That the book ofBaruch had an oriental origin, must be 
mere conjecture^ for Jerom, in his Preface to Jeremiah says, 
Librum autem Baruchy notarii ejus, qui apud Hebraeos nee kgitur 
nee habetur praetermisimus, (tom. I. p. 554f. ed. Benedict.) — Of 
the book of Wisdom says Jerom, *^ apud Hebraeos nusquam est ; 
quia et ipse stylus Gr^rcam eloqucntiam redolet. (lb. p. 938.) — 
That no other book of Esdras, than the ttvojlrst, called Ezra and 
Nehemiah, had either a Hebrew or a Chaldee origio> appears 
from Jerom's Preface to Ezra and Nehemiah. He uses even the 
strong expression, ** nee apocryphorum tertii et guarti somniis 
delectetur." (lb. p. 1106.) — Of the book of Daniel says Jerom, 
^ apud HebraoSf nee Susannse habes historiam, nechymnum trium 
** puerorum, nee Belis draconisque fabulas.'' (lb. p. 990.) Indeed 
the Story of Susanna betrays its Greek origin by the play on the 
words. <r;)(;r»oi' and cxic^^ in ver. 55f and on the words ^fift and 
irptcrat in ver. 59. — That the additions made in the Septuagint 
to the book of Esther had any other than a Greek origin, is in the 
highest degree improbable. Jerom, in his Preface to the book of 
Esther addresses his readers in the following terms, ** Tenentea 
** Esther Hebraicum librum per singula verba nostram transla. 
^< tionem aspicite ; ut possitis agnoscere me nihil etiam augmenn. 
** tasse addendof sed fideli testimonio simpliciter, sicut in Hebrieo 
** habetur y historiam Hebraicam Latinae linguae tradidisse/' (lb. 
1 138.) Origen also (Ep. ad Africanum cap. 3.) mentions several 
of those additions by namCf and describes them as vT^iiotd vra^* 
if4,Ti> xft/Afva h voe' 'eB^»Uh* Now if the additional parts of Esther 
ever had existed in Hebrew, the Jews of Palestine would surely 
have retained them. Of the prayer of Manasses no one ever 

COB- 
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present to determine : but it is probable, Hmt their 
insertion in the Septuagittt took place in tbe same 
gradual manner, as the hooks themselves appeared 
and were approvedt Their insertion may ba as- 
cribed to the Greek Jews, resident at Alexandria 
and other parts of Egypt, who were desirous of 
preserving every document, which had any relation 
to their histcMy and reli^^on. In die choice of th» 
placeSf which they assigned to these writings in the 
Septiiagint, they were directed partly by the migects of 
those writings, partly by their relation to other wii* 
tings, and partly by ikieperiodsj in which the recorded 
transactions were supposed to have happened. Thus 
the additions, which had been made to tiie book oi 
Esther, they incorporated in the book itself: and in 
the book of Daniel they incorporated the Song of the 
three. Children, the Story of Susanna, and that of 
Bel and the Dragon, as these additions appeared to 
be cmnccted with the book of Daniel. For a similar 
reason, the book ascribed to Barucb, became an 
appendage to the book of Jeremiah. The Greei 
Esdras appeared properly connected with the trans* 
lation of the Hebrew Esdras. Again, as the book 
of Wisdom boore the name of Salomon^ it was placed 
after the Song of Solomon : and the Wisdom of Jesus 
the son of Sirach, or the book of Ecclesiasticus, 
was placed after the Wisdom of Solomon, in cout 
sequence of both books having a similar subject. 

conjectured, that it had an orieidal origin: and some writers 
have (mistakenly indeed) imagined that it existed not even in 
Greek* See Fabridi Bib. Gneca, torn. IIL p« 7S3. ed. Hailes* 
l^astly, in respect to the second book of the Maccabees, says 
Jerom, ^< Secundus Gracus est ; quod ex ipsi juoquephrad pro- 
bari potest." (torn. L p. S22.) ' 
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The books of Tobit and Judith were placed before 
the book of Esther. And, as the books of the 
Maccabees recorded the most recent events, they had 
. the last place assigned to them in the Septuagint— 
How long before the birth of Christ these additional 
writings (which afterwards acquired the' name of 
apocryphal writings) had obtained a place in the 
manuscripts of the Septuagint we do not exactly know } 
but the time, when they were generally written as 
parts of the Greek Bible, could not have commenced 
long before the birth of Christ Now it cannot be 
denied, that the insertion of these additional writings' 
among the books translated from the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures, shews how highly they were esteemed by the' 
Greek Jews of Egypt, to whom tlie insertion may 
be ascribed. Yel it does not appear, that even the 
Egyptian Jews ascribed to them that canonical 
authority, which they ascribed to the books trans-^ 
lated from the Hebrew Bible^ This at least is cer- 
tain, that Philo, who was himself an Egyptian Jew, 
and who lived in the first century, ascribed canonical 
authority to no other books, than those, which were 
contained in the Hebrero Bible, and which alone 
were acknowledged by the Jews of Palestine ^K 

" Though Philo of Alexmdria must have been acquainted 
with such books as the Wisdom of Solomon, the Wisdom of 
Jesus the son of Sirach, and other apocryphal books of the Old 
Testament, he has never quoted them, ^t least not for the pur- 
pose of establishing any position whatever. This is asserted by 
MnHomemanninhis Obseroationes adiUustraiionem doctrinct de 
Canone Veteris Testamenti ex Pkihne. Now Mr. Hornemann, 
who was formerly a pupil of Michaelis at Goettingen, declares 
in this tract, that he had carefully examined the whole of Philo's 
Works, for the purpose of determining this very question. ' 
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Such was the state of things^ when the Greek 
Bible was adopted by the early Latin Church, as 
a kind of original for the Old Testament And, as 
the Latin translator or translators were unable to 
discriminate between books originally GreeAr, and 
books originally Hebrew^ they translated them in the 
mass, and received them with eqiial veneration {pari 
pietati? affectu ac revefentii.) Hence the celebrated 
Saint Augustine, Bishop of Hippo, whose reading 
was chieiy conBned to works in his native language, 
regarded all the books of the Latin Version as books 
oi canonical authority. In his treatise De Doctrind 
- Cfiristiand, he has stated what he calls (he * Whole 
Canon of Scripture/ (Totus Canon Scripturarum :) 
and in this Canon he- expressly names the books of 
Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, and two books 
of Maccabees'*. No notice indeed is taken in this 

'^ Totus autem Canon Scripturanim, in quo istam consider- 
ationem versandam dicimus, his libris continetur ; quinque Moy- 
sees, id est, Genesi, Exodo, Leyitico, Numeris, Deuteronomio ; 
^t uno libro Jesu Nave ; uno Judicum, uno libeUo, qui appeOa- 
tur Ruthy qui magis ad Regnorum prinpipium videtur pertinare : 
deinde quatuor Regnorum, et duobua Paralipomenon, non con-^ 
sequentibus, sed quasi a latere adjunctisy simulque pergentibus. 
Hffic est histeria, qus sibinet annexa tempora continet^ atque 
prdinem rerum. Sunt alise tanquam ex diverso ordine, quae ne« 
que huic ordini, neque inter se conneciuntur : sicut est Job, et 
TobiaSy et Esther, et Judith^ et Machabceorim lihri duo^ et Es*' 
drse duOy qui magis subsequi videntur ordinatam illam historiam 
usque ad Regnorum et Paralipomenon tenninatam. Deinde 
Prophetffi ; in quibus David unus liber. P&almorum, et Salomonig 
tres, Proverbiorum, Cantica Canticorum, et Ecclesiastes. Nam 
illi duo libri, unus, qui Sapientia, et alius qui Ecclesiatfticus inscri- 
bitur, de quadam similitudine Salomor^s dicuntur ; n^im Jesus 
Sirach eos conscripsisse constantissime perhibetur ; quitamen^ 

quoniam 
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Canon, either of the apocryphal parts of Esther and 
Daniel, or of the book of Baruch. But as in the 
Latin Version the two former were constituent parts of 
Esther and Daniel, and Banich was an appendage to 
Jeremiah, the very circumstance of his mentioning 
those books without an observation, shews that he 
received those books entire (libros ipsos integros^ 
cum omnibus sub partibus) *^ 

At length in the beginning of the Jifth Century 
a new Latin translation of the Old Testament was 
published by Jerom^\ And this translation was 

quoniamin auctoritatem recipi meruerunt, inter propheticos nu^ 
merttndisunt. Augustini 0pp. torn. III. P. I. p. 23. ed. Benedict. 
He then mentions by name each of the sixteen prophetical 
books; and concludes with the observation, His quadraginta 
quatuor libris Testamenti Veteris terminatur auctoritas. — His 
•Canon of the Nem Testament^ which is subjoined to his Canon 
of the Old Testament^ is exactly the same with our own. 

" Though we are not at present coneemed with the Canon 
of the Greek Church, it will not be superftoous to observe, that 
the Greek Fatheiis did not make such mistakes in regard to the 
canonical writings of the Old Testament, as the LaHn Fathers. 
But even the Greek Fathers were sometimes led into^ mistakes by 
the use of the Septuagint, and its iHterrnixttire of apocryphal with 
canonical bKM^. Modem writers on the Canon of the Old 
Testament have frequently attempted to explain the mistcdkes 
both of the Greek and of the Latin Fathers, by contending that, 
when they ascribe canonical authority to an apocryphal book, 
they do it onlyto a certain degree^ or under certain limitations^ 
How a book is eithw canonical, or it is not canonical : there is no 
sue^ thing as a medium. Indeed such explanations are mere 
subterfuges, founded on the false notion, that the Canon of the 
Old Testament must be regulated by theppinions of the Fathers* 
It must be regulated wholhf andsoiefy by the answer to the ques- 
tion ; fVftat books were contained in those Hebrew Scriptures, 
which received the sanction qfovr Saviour? 

'* It was begun before the end of tlie fourth century, but not 

finished 
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made/ not, like the o^ Latin translation, from the 
Greek Version^ but from the Hebrew Original. 
From that period, the difference betw^n the Latin 
Canon and the Hebrew Canon became generally 
known : and Jerom himself has clearly explained it 
in his JPrologusgakatus^'^. He has there enumerated 
the books, contained in the Hebrew Bible, ^* that 
we may know, that whatever is beside them, should 
be placed ampng the Apqcrypha^^. But though 
Jerom was far the most learned among the Latin 
Fathers, bis opinion on the Canon of Scripture, did 
not prevail in the Church of Rome. The books, 
which he had termed apocryphal^ were not only 
retained in the Latin Version, but retained inter" 
nuj^edf as before, with the books confessedly cano- 
nicaL Thus the Canon oi Augtistine continued to 
be the Canon of the ruling party. But, as there 
were not wanting persons, especially among the 
learned^ who, from time to time, recommended the 
Canon oiJerom^ it was necessary for the Council of 
Trent to decide between the contending parties. And, 
as Luther, on the one hand, decided in favour of 



finished tOl after the year 405. See Martianay's second Pro« 
legomenon to the Divina BihUatheca Hienmymi. 

'7 The Prologus galeatus was so called, because it was con- 
sidered as a sort of helmet^ at the head of Jeromes translation of 
the Hebrew Bible. Indeed Jerom himself calls it galeatum 
principium omnibus libris, quos de Hebraeo vertimus in Latinum. 
It is called also Prafatio Hieronymi de omnibus Ubris Veteris 
TeHamentif and is printed under that name in the Benedictine 
edition of Jerom's Works, vol. I. p. 31 8 -— S22. 

" \Jt scire valeamus, quicquid extra hos est, inter 'Av/- 
ufvfa esse ponendum. lb. p. 322. 
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Jerom^^^ the Council of Trent, on the other faaii4t 
decided in favour of Juguaine. Ilence abo we 
ihcovex (what is not generally knoiro) the remon, 
why the Council o£ Trent omitted the third and 
ibcirfeh books of Esdras, with the Prayer dfManaases. 
7hey were omitted in the catalogue ciAugusti»e^\ 

'9 The bop)c8y and parts of books, of which Jarqm had said 
that they should be placed ** inter awiufvpcif^* were separated in 
Luther's German translation from the books contained in ihe 
Hebrew Bible, and placed together by themselves undtfr the'titie 
f* Apocrypha* thai is, Bot&issi which are not to be consider^ 4» 
equal to Hd^ Scripture f an4 yet are useful aod good to read»'* 

^* If it be asked why Augustine Aim^f^ omitted them^ an 
answer may easily be given. TYkeJcwrth book of Esdras, or the 
second apocryphal book of Esdras, is neither contained in the 
present copies of the Septiiagint^ nor is it known to have eimr 
occupied a place in it ; though it opce probably existed dsmktrp 
in Cfrf ek (See Fabricii ^ib- Crraeca, torn. III. p. 1^. Qd..{^rle9.J 
Since then the old Latin version was a translation of the Septua* 
gint, the fourth book of E$dras could have had no place in the 
eatly copies of it; and a long time probably elapsed before it 
obtained admission there. Canonical authority therefore could oot 
be ascribed to a boQk, which wna known tQl>e waiting, us wdl 
in the Greek, as in the Uebrev^ ; though it has a place in existiiy 
manuscripts of the Vulgate (as appears from Sabatier, Bib. sacra 
torn. III. p. 1038.) and has a place also in maxxy printed editions 
of it. — The thirdhook of Esdras is certainly a part of the Septua- 
gint, and has a place in the principal editions of it, with the ex- 
ception of the Complutensian edition^ and those which are copies 
pf that edition (Fabricii B. G. torn. III. p. 744.) In the manu- 
scripts of the Septuagint it is commonly placed before the trans* 
iation of the Hebrew Ezra ; and so it is placed in the Roman 
edition of the Septuagint. In the London Poljglott it is detached 
from the canonical Ezra, and placed in the fourth volume with 
the other apocryphal books. But, as the Complutensian edition, 
which was printed from manuscripts, does not contain the Greek 
text of this book| though it contained (he Latin text, we may 

lofcri 
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IIL 
The pmeding narrttive, which explains the 
Dfiaiiiier, in which the apocnffhal parts of the Old 

Infer, that the Ghreek text waanot in dieir manuscripis. And if 
tii^e MSSL of the Septuagint do not gentralU^ oonU^ the thirl 
l)9p|c ^ E^raa, it aiay a| leaat have been wanting in thqt n|ivii^ 
spjpty |r9m which the old I^atin vernon waa firat made, and thua 
have remained untranslated; which will account, both for the 
omission of it by Augustine, andfor the strong expression applied, 
as well to ibe third as to the Jburth book, by Jerom. Luther also 
^mittod not only thejourthf but even the Mirif book in his trana^ 
Ifitiop^ of tb« Apociypha, iadufs^d peihupa by the ac^dttiond 
motive, that, the Qr^k texJL of the third book was unknavon. to 
iim. Nor are any Lessons from these books appointed to be read 
in our aam Church. Those editions of the Latin Vulgate, which 
contain these books have thfem after the first and second books. 
But so prevalent was the notion, that the tkird, as well as the 
fourth book, existed only in the Latin, that in several editions of 
(be Vulgate printed in the siaigenik century^ the third book <tf 
Ssdfaa is pre&ced with the obaervatioii. Hitf, et sequenSf Esdraa 
liber noa alio extant sermone, quam Latina. This observation ia 
retained even in the Basdecfeion of 15&1.— The Prayeiof 
Uanasses is afain oxAgeiurdU^ contained in the manuscripts of 
the Septuagint, which will aoconnt, as well for Jerom'a sUeaee 
about it, aa for Augustine's mmsskn of it. It is contained how« 
ever in the Codex Alexandrinus amopg some hymns annexed 
to the Psalms ; and it is printed in the London Polyglot. , Those 
editions of the Vulgate, which contain this Ptayer, have . it 
usually at the end of the Chronicles : and it is so placed in mamt^ 
sonpts ofiiie Vulgate (Sahatier, Bjblia saara, tom^ III. p. 1038.) 
No notice has been taken in this Chapter of the third book of 
the MaceabeeSf because it is equally omitted in the. English and 
Latin Kbles, between .whichthecomparison has been made. But 
it 18 certainly a part of the Septuagint ^ and is usually printed willi 
Hiefirstaad aecondbooks. It is contained also in the most ancient 
manii8crq[>tani}io extant. But it oouldnoi; have had aplacain the 
Septuagint^ when the old -Latin version was mad^« Indeed it 
ngiper obtained a place in the Latin version ; aad^it appears to 
♦ . , . jf^/2 ... ■•' .' . Aave 
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Testament were gradually inserted in the Septuagint, 
and thence transferred to the Latin Version) is 
sufficient to shew their want of canonical authority. 
The Church of Rome indeed has dignified the iMtin 
Canon with the title of "The Canon of the Church*' ;*' 
while it has attempted to degrade the Hebrew Canon, 
by calling it ** The Canon of the Scribes andPhari'' 
sees*^.** But they should know, that this Canon, 
pall it what they will, was the Canon and the sole 
Canon of our Saviour Jesus Christ. Nor was any 
taher Canon of the Old Testament acknowledged by 
the Apostles, though the Church of Rome pretends^ 
that the Latin Canon was received from apostolical 
tradition. 

The writings of the Old Testament, which re- 

liave been totally unhujivm to the Latin Fathers. Even Jerom, 
though he speaks of eyery other part of the apocryphal wntmgs, 
has no where even aUiided to the third book of Maccabees. At 
fvhatever time therefore the book was written, it could not have 
fimnd its way into the manuscripts of the Septuagint, till after his 
time. Indeed the very circumstance of its haiving the last place 
aligned to it, though the events, which it records, .are antecedent 
to those of the first book, implies, that it was a late addition, 

^ This title was given to it by Augtuiin, who distinguished 
tbe:C«ion of the CAurcA, from the Canon of the «/ira». In his 
«reatise,Dtf Civitate Dei, lib. XVIII. cap. 26, speaking of the 
two books of the Maccabees, which the Jews, in Uieir contro- 
versies with the Latin Christians, would of course not allow to 
be canonical, he says, ** Machabaeorum libri, quos non judjbi, 
sed. BCCLBSiA pro canonicis habet, &cJ\ Tom. VII. p. 519. ed. 
Benedict. -. ■• ■ 

^i Bishop Chalbner in the Note prefixed to the first book of 
the Macctkbees says of those two books, 'f They are received by 
** th» Churchy who in settling her Canon of die Scriptures, chose 
^ rather Xo be directed by \hetraditim she had received frcwn the 
*^ Jpostles of Christ, than by thaiiof the Scribes and Pharisees,** 
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ceived the sanction of our Samour, are the writingSi 
and the onhf writings of the Old Testament, which 
can be admitted into the Canon of Scripture by 
those, who bear the name; of Christian. But the 
3criptures, which h£ sanctioned, were the very 
Scriptures, which are nou> contained in the Hebre^n; 
Bible, and which constitute (in the Old Testament) 
the Canon of the Church of England. When our 
Saviour appeared to the Apostles after his resurrection 
he said to them, '^ These are the words, which 
" I spake unto you while 1 was yet with you, tliat 
^' all things must be fulfilled, which were written in 
y THE LAW OF MOSES, and in THE FROPHETs, and in 
" THE PSALMS, couceming me.** Now it is well 
known, that the Jews divide the books of the 
Hebrew Bible into three classes. The frst class 
contains the five books, which compose the law qf 
MOSES. The second class contains the books of thj; 
PROPHETS, including not only the bopks^ which we 
call by that name, but various historical books, pro- 
ceeding from writers, to whom the Jews gave likewise 
the title of prophet ; such as the books of Joshua, 
the Judges^ Samuel, ^c. The third class contains 
the books, which in Hebrew are called Chetuhim, 
in Greek Hagiographa ; among which books the 
PSALMS occupy thejf?r^f place in the Hebrew Bible*',. 

^ See, for instance, the edition of Van der Hooght, than 
which there is none more correct. It is true, that there are jome 
Hebrew manuscripts, in which Job occupies the first. place of 
the Chetubim, But the majority place the Piohns first. We 
may fairly presume therefore, that the Psalms occupied the first 
place among the Chetubim in the time of our Saviour. Indeed 
the very circumstance of his designating the third cidss by the 
name of the Psalms implies it. 
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and bence have givea nan^ to the whok dd^h 
When Qur Saviour therefore »pake of the Old Test&i 
meat, as composed of three parts, the law of 
MdsiEs, the PROPHETS, and the psalms, he gave an 
exact d^criplion of the Hebrew Bibki It is tru^ 
that our Saviour did not emanerate the books of each 
dass : but it may be easily bhewn, that the three 
classes comprehended the present books of the 
Hebrew Bible, and no more. For Hsbjirsi class 
was devoted exclusively to the writings of Moses : 
and the second class admitted only the writings of 
those, whom the Jews denominated the prophets; 
Neitter the first nor the second dass therefore 
ever couid hsye contained the productions of later 
writers, whom the Jews could not j^*«% regard in 
tiie same light as thdr ancient prophets. Nor could 
even the third class have contained any of those 
boo]cs, which we call Apocrypha. For most of them 
were Greek in their vei7 origin^ and consequently 
were incapable of admission into the Hebreto Canons 
And with respect to the few among them, which 
may have been written in that kind of Hebrew^ 
which was spoken in latter times by the Jews of 
Palestine, it would have been quite inconsistent with 
the veneration of the Jews for their ancient Hebrew 
Scriptures, to have admitted whole books written in 
Chaldee, though they did not exclude the works 
eith^ of E^ra or of Daniel on account of some parts 
of them being Chaldee. 

But let us examine more particularly the books; 
of which the Hebrew Scriptures aris composed. We 
have already seen, that Jerom, who translated thq 
Hebrew Bible into I^atin, haSy in bis Proiogm 
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gitic$tMi giTen a daseHplidn of Jtbe books, whtck 
emfdsed the Hebrew BiUe ^^ He has also divide 
them kite three eUmes. In tbe^rn^ class be plac^ 
M waft done by the Jewii id general, the five books of 
Moies, which he mentions by naiMj and addd, Hi 
sunt qoioqii^ libri Mqysi, qoas, propHe Tborab, id 
tet^ L£G£k appellant. He tten proceeds to the sei^ni 
daas^ and says^ Secundum phophetarum ordiaem 
api^lant Of the tUrd class he says^ Tertius otAb 
iiAoi4>GttAPHA possidetk H^, enumerates also thft 
severaL hooks, of which each class is composed : and 
they constitute the very books^ which are mw coh^- 
tained in our Hebrew Bibles. It is true^ that a dif^ 
feteaet of opinion prevailed among the Jews in 
icgard to the question^ wbetbet certain books shdold 
be placed m the seeohdy or placed in the third Hum. 
Henoe the book of Ruth wd the Lamentatiool^ of 
Jdremiah are, in the edition of Van der Hobgh^ 
placed among the Hagiograpka; wh^^eas in Jerom*8 
Pnrfogus galeatas the book of Ruth is annexed tb 
the book of Judgps, and the Lamentations art 
incladed in the prophecy of Jercmkh. They ure 
placed therefore in tioe- second class, or among the 
books of THE PROFHETs. Biit Jcrom himself observes 
ID the same Proline, that even at that time the 
book of Ruth and the JLamentations were sometiiheti 
placed among the Hagwgn^ha *K In other respects 
tiieeditbnof Van der Hooght has the same books, lA 
each class, with the Catalogue of Jerom. But it is 
of less consequence to know what books are con- 

H See the precedkig Note Yf. 

*' Qoanqoasi ndnnulK Ruih €t Cinath inter Hagiograplia 
•criptitent. 
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tained in each class, than it is to know what books 
we(e contaiaed in the three classes together: for all 
three classes received the epud sanctibn' of oiir 
Saviour." Indeed we shall find, that a much greater 
dilTerence subsisted among the Jews, in regard to 
the. component parts, of the second and third classte*^ 
than is observable between Jerom's Catalogue and 
Van der Hooght s edition. But, as there was no 
difference of opinion, on the question \>f the whole 
nqmber of books, which constituted hotk classes, 
the arrangement of the individual books is, for the 
reason already assigned, a matter of inferior moment 
to Christians^ • 

From what has been already stated it appears, 
that the Canon of the Old Testament, adopted by 
the Church of England, contains precisely the same 
books^ as according to Jerom*s description were then 
contained in the Hebrew Bible. It is true, that the 
Prologusgakatus does not determine the questions^ 
whether the additional parte of Esther and Daniel 
were then in the Hebrew Bible, or whether Barucb 
was in the Hebrew Bible, as ^ appendage to Jere^ 
iniah. But that the HebrewBible was even then as free 
from tho^e additions, as at present, appears from the 
quotations, which have been already given from other 
parte of Jerom's Works *^ Since then the Hebrew 
Scriptures have been proved to be the same at pre- 
sent, as they were in the tiiqe of Jerom, we can have 

** In regard to the component parts of the Jirsi class, it 19 
obvious that there cwild no^ be a difference of opinion. The five 
books of Moses belonged to it esdumeLy* 

?^ See the quotations relating to Esther^ Jeremiah, and 
Paniel, in Note 12. 
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no reason to doubt their agreement with tbe Hebrew 
Scriptures in the time of our Saviour. The copy,? 
which was used by Jerom, he obtained in Palest in€;^ 
where be passed many years in the latter part of the 
fourth century. - 

But we can go still higher ^ and produce a cata- 
logue of the Hebrew Scriptures from the second cen- 
tury. For Melito, who was Bishop of Sardis about the 
year 170, travelled into the East, for the very purpose 
of inquiring among the Jews, what were the books,> 
which composed the Hebrew Scriptures ** ; and the 
catalogue communicated by Melito, ina Letter to 
his brother Onesimus, is preserved in. the Eccle- 
siastical History of.Eusebius. The Catalogue is 
arranged in the.following order : ^[ Genesis, Exodus, 
" Leviticus, Numbersi Deuteronomy, Joshua^; 
"Judges, Ruth, four books of the Kings *^ two 
" books of the ChrcMiicles, David's Psalms, Solomon's. 
** Proverbs or Wisdom ^% Ecclesiastes, the Song of 
^^ Songs, Job. The prophets, Isaiah, Jeremiah^ 
"twelve in one book, Daniel, Ezekiel, and Esdras'\'* 

^* If it be asked, why it was necessary to travel into the East 
for this purpose, £he answer is obvious. The Greek Jesitniis well 
as the Greek Christians, used the Septuaginii and therefore he 
had no other means of knowing the contents of the Hehrew 
Bible, than by going into a country where alone it was then used* 

^ Including the two of Samuel, as in the Septuagint. 

^ As it appears from this expression that Solomon's Proverbs 
were likewise called Solomon's Wisd&mf we can more easily ac- 
count for the title of the apocryphal book, which was consider^ 
as another WJsdom of Solomon. For no one will suppose, that the 
apocryphal book itself y which was Greek in its very origin^ was 
admitted by the Oriental Jews into their Hebrew Scriptures. 

^' The words of Melito, in his Epistle to Onesimus are as 

follows t 
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Now as Melitb was a Gredb Bishop^ it is no wonder^ 
that tiie books are not arranged in this catalogue afkeif 
the /esom^ manner. Nor has he ^laetly obs^rvM 
even the ordor of the Septtmginti niiless there were 
manuscripts of the Septuagint^ which at ttmt tim^ 
had a diffident order from those, which are tmo 
ettwt But the bwAs th&melves, not the inode of 
arrdt^i^ them, are the objects of our present 
inquiry. And on this head tliere is only one diffif 
eulty attending tise catalogue of Melito. That 
EsdfM includes also N^hemak cannot well be 
doubted. For the Jews made only one book of 
Eera and Nehemiah : and hence J^om himself has 
included both of them under the name of Esdrasi 
In bis Prolo^ns galeatus, he describes the eighth 
and fmith books of the Hagiographa in the following 
itaaftner, ^' Octavus, Esdras; qui et ipse similiter 
^pud GreecoB et Latinos in duos libros divbus est 
i^omiSy JSsther. The only difficulty therefore 
attending Melito's Catalc^e relates to the bode of 
Esthisr. Bat as this book occupies the last piace 
among the Hebrew Scriptures^ not only in JtrofnCs 
Catalogue^ but also in the Catalogue given by 

lUlawk : 'awxAmt oZr i*( w 'am»t«xV>» *^ ■*'( '^^y tovh^ 7im* 

^Am^ •>!• fWQ^xO* *m irpA^^Oifi x«i aitfi$Si^ i^iMh rot tik 
IlcXflua^ AmUtwH fi^hiA, vitwui^ •«:*f»4'* ^o** <^^ *^^ '''^ 
•i^frarrou lAvm^a . mirtv Tinat^f "Slo^, Ai&ir^Ker, 'ApOfiOi) 
Aiurnfot^o^ 'hiaw%f Nftvii^ Kftr^N 'PwV^ B«^i^»«y ria^aft^ 

*Jt^fAW, WW d!vlm«K f» flumttfihMf Asnix 'liOxiiiA, ^£^J|p«(* ,'£| 

2y xftj rk f<Ai>y»$ W^w^i^ntr £uBebii» Hisl. Eccles. lib. IV. cap^ ^ 
26. torn. I. p. 191. ed. Be^diAg. 
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Origtn^ who. wrote in ^ third ceiitury**, the 
omis^idn of Esther tiiay be ascribed to a mere ov^^ 
nghti unless. £sther as well as Nehemiab may te 
supposed to be included under Esdlras. TbsXth/t 
Hebrew Scriptures^ seen by Melito, did mt cmitmn 
die book of Esther, is incredible. For it is not oiil^ 
contained in the Catalogue of Origen and Jerom^ 
but is the book, on which was founded the feast 
of Purim; a feast so important to the Jews, tiiat 
the celebration of it continues to this very day. 

We now proceed to a testimony, which is mor* 
important than any of the preceding, the tedthnony 
oi Josephusy who was himself a Jemsh Priest ^ and 
moreover a contemporary of the Jposties^K But, t6 
understand the testimony of Josepbus, it is necessary 
to know the peculiar manner, in which the Jews 
connected the several books of the Hebrew Bible. 
We have already seen, that they referred the books 
of the Hebrew Bible to three classes; that the first 
class alTvays contained the five books of Moses ; but 
that the second and third classes did not always con- 
tain the same books. On the other hand, when the 
two classes were taken together, the books, which 
they included upon the whole, were invariably the 
same. Now the number of books, which constituted 
both classes amounted to seventeen. For it appears 
from Jeroni's Prologus galeatus, that they reckoned 
the books of Judges and Ruth as one book, as ajsp 

^* Origen's Catelogue of the Scriptures is preserved by 
Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. lib. VI. cap. 25. . 

^' Josephus was born at Jerusalem about theye» 37, of the 
Christian Era; and therefore though much younger than the 
Apostles, must still have been contemporary with many of them, 
especially with St. Paul, St. Peter, and St John. 
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the tjwo books of Samuel, the two of Kings, and the 
two of Chronicles. Further they reckoned Ezra 
and Nehemiah as one book; and the Lamentations 
of Jereifniah they considered only as a part of 
Jeremiah '^ Of the twelve minor prophets they 
again made only one book. On the other hand, the 
books of Joshua, Esther, Job, Psalms, Proverbs, 
Ecclesiastes, Solomon's Song, Isaiah, Ezekiel, and 
Daniel were reckoned as so many single books. 
Upon the whole then seventeen books constituted 
the second and third classes^ which, with the Jive 
books constituting the j^r^^ class^ brought the whole 
tixxmhevXo twenty 'tmoy the number of letters in the 
Hebrew Alphabet '*. 

Now says Josephus, in his treatise against 
Apion'^ " We have not thousands of books, dis- 

^ Some Jews indeed, when Jerom wrote his Prologus ga- 
leatus, had began to separate as well the Lamentations from the 
prophecy of Jeremiah, as Ruth from the book of Judges: and 
iliejr are now separated in the Hebrew Bibles* But it is evident, 
that Josephus reckoned as Jerom did, and as did the great ma<* 
jority of the Jews at that time. For Jerom says only NonnuUi 
Ruth et Cinoth inter Hagiographa scriptitant. 

^^ Though the reduction to 22 was probably made for the 
very purpose of bringing the books of the Hebrew Bible to an 
equality in number wit];i the letters of the Hebrew Alphabet, the 
coincidence was afteraoards consi4ered as something mysterious* 
Hence Jerom in his Prologus galeatqs says, Vigiqti duo Volumim 
supputantur, quibus, quasi Literis, et exordiis in Dei doctrin^, 
tenera adhuc et lactens viri justi eruditur infantia. 

'*Lib. I. Cap. 8. torn, II. p. 441. ed. Havercamp. The 
same passage is quoted also by Eusebius (Hist. Eccles lib. III. 
cap. 10.) of ^hich the following is a copy. Ov fAVfiuhi oZv tU\ 

fiiShiup votf TtfuXv uffvyL^u*u¥ Kou fAa^ofAifUf* ^V9 OS fi^y« nr^o; toa^ 
UKOffh 0t0?Ji»f rov vuifTOi t^o^rot ^^9ov rv9 ei9»yf»(pri9f r<i 
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/^ cordanty and contradicting each otbet ; but we hare 
'^ only twentjf'twoy y:\x\c\\ comprehend the history of 
'^ all former ages, and are justly regarded as divine. 
'^ Fvoe of Ihem proceed from Moses ; th^ iiiclude 
" as well the laws, as the account of the creation of 
*^ man, extending to the lime of his (Mosies's) 
f^ death. This period comprehends nearly three 
*^ thousand years. From the death of Moses to 
'' that of Artaxerxes, who was King of Persia after 
^' Xerxes, the prophets, who succeeded Moses, 
^^ committed to writing, in thirteen^ books, what was 
^' done in their days. The remaining Jour books 
'' contain Hymns to God, add instructions of life for 
** man."— If we compare this passage of Josephus 
with Jerom's Prologus galeatos, we shall find, 
1st, That they agree in having three classes; £dly, 
in making the whole number of books amount to 
twenty-two; Sdly, in describing the books of the 
first class, as amounting to^e ; 4thly^ in describing 
the books belonging to the second and third classes, 
as amounting toj^ther \o seventeen. But they differ 
in regard to the repartition of the seventeen. By 
comparing however the two accounts we shall easily 
ascertain the books, which composed the Canon of 
Josephus. In the third class he places only four 
books, which, from his description of them, appear 

i^KoUii ^iTa viviariVfAtta, K«» roCrtn urlvri flip iari t« Mwia4vff 
a raCi ri No/mov; vtpU^tt^ kou tnt t?( dt^finroyopioi vctfa^oo'ir, 
¥*Xi^ T?f avrw TiXivTiff * ovrof I Xf^*^ a1ro^•lvtft - rpi^iXWr 
«^»7or . iTtfr. 'Av^ It Tn< Mtfvai«it rOatrrnf t*^Xf^ ''^ 'Afta(if(ou, 

xar* avfVi vpa(;(df »r« a-v»iyfa'\fa» w ^pK^^ '^'^ ^iita BifyJtau At il 

giotf v»fuxfiw%. Tom. I. p. lOS. ed. Reading. 
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evidently ta Mve been the Psalma^ the Proverbs^ 
the PreMber or Ecclesiastes^ and SoIomoB's Song. 
The«6 ^r hoolkM are placed also in Jerem's third 
ela$9 ; but tiiea be has jive aM^r books in the tlurd 
daw nftiQely» Job, Daniel, Cbroaidea, Esdrass and 
^iHber, These five books therefore must have been 
in Uie $e€(md class of Joaephus : for he agrees with 
Jerom in th0 t^hok number, and likewise in regard 
to the^r«f class. If then we add those five books 
to the books contained in Jerom's second class, it 
will appear that the second class of Josephus must 
have contdned the books of Joshua, Judges with 
Euth, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, Esdras^ Esther; 
Job, laaiab, Jeremiah with the Lamentaticuis, 
E^ekiel, Daniel, and the bopk of the twelve minor 
prophets^ And thus we have exactly thirteen books, 
which Josephus expressly says was the number of 
hia second class. The books therefore which con« 
stituted the Hebrew Bible of Josephusj were the 
books, which constituted the Hebrew Bible of Jermny 
that is, the books which constitute the Hebrew Kble 
at this present day. 

It is wordiy of remark, that Josephus deteropinet 
the period, when the Hebrew Canon was chied, ot 
the period, after which no books were further ad*< 
mitted into it, by the reign of Arlaxerxes, suceessor 
of Xerxes, that is Artaxerxes Longimanus. For it 
was during his reign, that the book of Esther was 
ivritten ; .whereas the yery oldest among the apo* 
cryphal books must have been written long after 
that period. Indeed Josephus himself, in reference 
to those very books, with which he was not unac- 
quainted, immediately after the passage abpve-quoted» 
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proceeds in the following manner : ^^ From the time 
*^ of Artaxerxes to the present time all things indeed 
'^ have been committed to writing : but these witings 
<' are not bought worthy of equal credit with those^ 
'^ which preceded them, on account of there not 
^ being that regular succession of prephets^^.^ We 
learn then from the testimony of Josephus, not only 
that the Hebrew Scriptures, in the time of Christ 
and his Apostles, were composed of those very bogksj 
of which they are ncfv compQsedi but that all later 
writings, sudi aa those, which institute Qur Apo- 
crypha, were excluded, because the auAors of 
them had not the prophetical spirit, or divine 
inspiration. 

Upon the whole then we may conclude, that the 
Canon of the Old Testament, which is adopted by 
the Church of England, is the Canon^ which 
received the sanction of our Saviour. But the 
Canon, adopted by the Church of Rome, was sanc- 
tioned, neither by Christ, nor by his Apostles. 
They call it indeed a Canooi, received by i^postolical 
Traction. But it is a Canon, which was founded, 
from the very beginning, oo a glaring timtake. 
The Greek Bible, with it» mimerous interpolations, 
being frond ignorance of Hebrew regarded in the 
light of an origkuU^ canonical and apocryphal 
writings were admitted indiscrimnatelyy and finally 
ratified by the Council of Trent, as writings to be 
leceived j^on pie|atis affecku ac reverentid. 
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GHAP. VI. 

REMARKS ON THE ADDITIONAL INFLUENCE 
WHICH THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO 
CHURCHES, IN REGARD TO THE CANON OF 
SCRIPTURE, MUST HAVE HAD ON THEIR RE- 
SPECTIVE DOCTRINES. INFLUENCE OF 2*^- 

DITION O^ THE SENSE OF SCRIPTURE, WHEN 
APPLIED AS A RULE FOR THE INTERPRETATION 

, OF rr.-^— THE S^ENSB OF SCRIPTURE FURTHJ^ 
AFFECTED BY THE LATIN TRANSlATIONy TO 
WHICH ALONE THE CHURCH OF ROME ALLOWS 

AN APPEAL IN CONTROVERSIES OF FAITU. 

STATEMENT OF THE DOCTRINES, WHICH DIS^ 
TINGUISH THE CHURCH OF ROME, AS GIVEN IN 
THE TRENT CONFESSION OF FAITH. 



JLt appears from the preceding Chapter, that 
the Church af Rome has placed in the Canon of 
the Old Testament the books of Judith/ :Tol»t, 
^Wisdom, £cclesiadticus, with the first and second of 
the. Maccabees, beside Baruch as an appendage to 
Jeremiah, and various additions to. the books of 
Esther and Daniel. These books, and parts of books, 
were, pronounced ' sacred and canonical ' by the 
Council of Trent, and declared equal in aiithcmty 
to the other books of the Old Testament. 

Since then so large an addition to the fFritten 
IVardy beside the whole of the Unwritten Word 
is employed by the Church of Rome in estsrblishing 
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Ihctrims\ wkfle tbe Church of England mjects 

the Unwiitten Word attfl^gether, and never uaes the 

Apocrypha ^ to establish any Doctrine S" we need 

not wonder, that their Articles of Faitii aire uridely 

difierent In tlie second and diird Chapters, ifhieb 

f>elate to Scripture and Tradfdoo, we traced the causes 

to the effects, Mid shewed the influence of Tradition 

onthe Doctrines of the Church of Rome by a refensace 

to aamerous examples. That the diff^ence between 

tiie two Cbiuwhes, in regard also to tbe Canon of 

Scripture, must have had an actional inflnenoe on 

tbeir reBpecfeive Doctrine^ can hardly be doubted. 

When six whole books, beside parte of other bodu^ 

are received as aathority for Doctrines by one Cbnreh^ 

but not received as such by the other, it is hardly 

possible, that such n cause of difference stiould exist 

w^out producing a qorrespondent effect* But 

though 1^ Council of Trent, by distinguisiiing 

Tradition from Scripture, has enabled us to judge 

of the Doctrines, which receive their chief support 

^m the former, it has not enabled us to distinguisli 

th^ support, which is afibrded by the apocryphal 

writings of the Old Testament, from the suppor^ 

which is afforded by the mnonical writiogs. For^ 

when Ae Decrees of tbe Council of Trent are ppe^ 

fuGtA by arn appeal to Scripture, as well as to Tra^ 

didon, the appeal is made in such general terms^ as 

to leave tiie question undecided, whether the canbm-- 

caly or the s^cryphat parts of 5cri{)turc w^e the 

subjects of reference. . . ? 

' In confirmandis Dogmatibus^ 418 expressed bjr die CouacSi 
a TresA. See tbe Oiscree ^qastxA ia CliJf • IL l^ote la 
• Art. VI. 

H 
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We hav6 no other means therefore of deter- 
sniningi whether their appeals to Scripture had 
reference to the Apocrypha, or not, than by con* 
suiting the principal writers of that Church, who 
have tmde particular reference, where the refisrence 
of the Council itself was only general. It would be 
tedious, and indeed unnecessary, to search for every 
example of this kind, which might be found among 
the Romish writers; and therefore nothing more 
shall be attempted, than to give an inslance or two 
from the works of Bellarmine. 

It appears from the second Chapter,rthat the 
Council of Trent professed tp derive the doctrine of 
Purgatory both '' from the sacred writings, and the 
ancient tradition of the Fathers '/' Now Bellarmine 
has written a particular treatise on the subject of 
Purgatory, which b contained in the second part 
of his Controversies on the Christian Faith \ And 
in his treatise he brings proofs of the Doctrine from 
the fourth chapter of the book of Tobit ; the second, 
the fourteenth, and the eighteenth chapters of 
EccleBtasticus ; and the twelfth chapter of the 
second book of Maccabees ^ —The treatise cm 
Purgatory is followed by three other treatises, the 
first relating to ^^The Beatitude and Canonization of 
the Saints,** the second to '^ The Relicks and Images 
of Saints ;" the third '^ to the Worship of Images and 
SainlB^." And here again Bellarmine has recourse 

' £x aacris literis, et antiquft Patrum traditione. See 
Cbap. II. Note 21. 

^ Col. 69&.-822. ed. Jngobtadt, 1601. foL 
» See CoL 703. 707. 775. 

^ DebcatiUidiae et canenizatione Sanctorum, Col. 824^^981 . 

De 
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to .the authority of the same three books^ Tobit^ 
EcckskstkuSf and the second of the Maccabees''. 
These few examples are sufficient to shew the 
utility of the Apocrypha to the Church of Home : 
for .hence we see, that it supplies them with passages 
in support of Doctrines where scriptural support is 
chiefly wanted'. 

Nor is the augmentation of Scripture, by the 
means of the apocryphal writings, the only additional 
cause of a difference in Doctrines. For as Tradition 
serves the double purpose of furnishing Doctrines, 
which are not contained in Scripture, and of ex- 
plaining those, which Scripture either does contain, 

De Reliquiisy et Imaginibus Sanctotom, Col. 1028. De Cuitu 
Xmaginuniy et de Cultu Sanctorom, CoL 10S0~1127. 

^ See for instance CoL 841, where the eleventh chiqpter of 
Ecdesiasticus is quoted ; Col. 891, where the twelfUi chapter of 
Tobit is quoted ; CoL 895, where the fifteenth chapter of the 
second book of Maccabees is quoted ; &c 

' The book of Wisdom is quoted by Bellarmine in favour of 
the Monastic Life, and the Celibacy of the Clergy. ^ See the 
treatise De Clerieist Idh. L cap. 21 : and the treatise De McnatMs^ 
Lib. II. cap. 9. SI. And in the fourth chapter of the/r^ book of 
Maccabees .as well as in the last chapter o£ Judith, Bellarmine 
has discovered passages, which favour the supremacy of the Pope* 
See his treatise De Romano Poniificef Lib, IV. cap. 17. But 
I mention these examples only in a Note, because they relate not 
to Doctrines. — Another observation, which may likewise be made 
in uNote, relates toan application of the Apocrypha, which would 
be attended with real use. But then those books must be read in 
the Greekf not in the Latin Vulgate. Being written in the same 
Hebreto kind of Greek, as the New Testament, the expressions 
used in the former, may be often applied with advantage, to the 
explanation of correspondent expressions in the latter. And 
various works have been written for the purpose of explaining 
the ai^licatton. But it would be foreign to our inquify to say 
more, upon this subject 

H SI 
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or 16 supposed to bontaio, tbe application of it ki 
ifo uiiterprctatwe Opacity must again h^re iBaterial 
inftuefice oq tbe Doctrines thenaelves. Wheb 
nwUHan is applied as a rule for the interpretatioR 
of Scripture, its effiscts are widely difibrent frorii 
those. of any other rule. When we interpret the 
Hebrew Bible, or tbe Greek Testaknmt, by those 
granmatieal and critical rules, which are applied 
to all otiier works of antiquity, we consider tbe 
words of tbe text, as signs to the reader ef whaft 
was thought by tbt wriler; and the pixicess of 
iaterpretatioa iA& no other object than to draw out 
of the words the senses which &e author himsetf 
intended to place in them. This is literally Ea^gem, 
or an E^tractum of tbe senae^ wbicb tbe words 
'¥caUf comtmn. But when a Ronianist applies 
Tra^tiimj and applies it to the interpretation of tbe 
iiitf n Vulgate, (declared authentic hy the Council 
of Trent) the relation of the text to the rule of 
interpreHUion has no analogy whatever to that o^the 
fermer case. When Doctrines^ contained, or supi> 
posed to be contained, in the Written Word, arc 
explained by the aid of the Unwritten Word, the 
rule of interpretation is supposed to possess tbe same 
divim or^j[^ as tbe text itself. For Tradition, as a 
Riite of Faith, is con^wedaf those traditions, which are 
called divine and apostolical. That tliose traditions 
are divine and apostolical merely in itie imagination 
ilf the RomanistSy is a fact, which has been fully 
eatablisbed in the fourth chapter. But if they lhe»» 
selves beiieve^ that such traditions exist ^, the efiect 

f JBbmMf iniditioDes diriate ^ apdBtoKcser 9ia» licet noa 
soriptae, vim legb scripts habent. De EccMA CSIirislL p. 88§. 
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produced upoQ tbeir DaCirinei must be the SBm% 
M if divine and upostoUcal tradifiona eiciated in 
n«tity. Now u soon as a man can persuade lum- 
9elf, that there is such a thing now extant, as ah 
Unwritim Word of Godf and can further persuade 
himself in any given instance, that this ITnwritteti 
Word ccmtains a complete revelation of a Doctrine^ 
which the Written Word has revealed imperfectly ^% 
the former becomes a rule for the interpretaiu^ of 
the latter, which produces the same effect, as if the 
* Doctrine were completely revealed in Scripture alone. 
Hence Cardinal Hosius asserts, and very conmtenify 
asserts, that, '* if any one has the interpretation of 
^ the Church of Rome, though be neither knows nor 
'* understands, whether and how it agrees with tie 
'* ^ords of Scr^ture, he still has the Word itself 
« of God'^r 

Lastly, among the causes, which distinguish the 
two Churches in matters of fiiith, may be reckoned 
the exclusive acknowledgement ctf the Latin Vul- 
gate, on the part of the Church of Rome, ^^ in 
public Lectures, Disputations, Sermons, and Ea;^ 

^ Hist Tradition is consiclered as a Revelation to the Chure^ 
a^ well as Scripture itself, appears from what Cardinal Bellarmipe- 
says in his treatise on << The Word of God/' Totalis regula 
fidei est Verbum Dei, sive Revehtio Dei Ecclesiajhcta, quie di* 
▼iditur in duos regulas partiales^ scbipturam et traditionbm* 
De Verbo Dei, Lib. IV. cap. 12. 

" Si quis habet interpreCationeai Romanss Ecclesifty etiamrf 
nee scit, nee inteUigit, an et quoinodo cum Scripttira verbis 
eonveniatf is tamen habet ipmsimum Verbum Dei. This passsge 
1 gite OB the authority of Qerhard, who in hiii Lod Theologicif 
torn. I. f. 44>. (ed. Cotta) has quoted it from the Works of Car- 
dinal Hosius. 
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pdikions ". But it is the glory of Protestants, that, 
in the exposition of Scripture^ they enjoy the 
liberty of appealing to the insured originals. For 
^here li^ the grand distinction between the Churches 
of England and Rome, in regard to the me of 
Scripture. The reading of Scripture, in an autho^ 
ris&i version, is not prohibited even to the Laity, 
by any Decree or Canon of the Council of Trent. 
And even the impediments, which from other 
quarters, had been thrown in the way of reading the 
Bible (such for instance as the requiring of a licence 
for that purpose) have be^n gradually diminished, 
if not wholly removed, as appears from the present 
distribution of Bibles among the Romanists them- 
selves. It is true, that they allow not the use of 
a Protestant translation, especially in the Old 
Testament, of which it has a different Canon. But, 
as the Church of England could not consistently 
encourage the distribution of the Douay Bible, even 
though distributed without note or comment, so the 
Church of Rome could not consistently encourage 
the distribution of oi^r authorised version, though 
the text alone were distributed. If the Romanists 
in this country are permitted to read the Scriptures 
in an English Version, such as their («3c?w Church 

^^ In the seocmd Decree, mode at the fourth Session of the 
Council of Tf ent, which is entitled, Decretum de edUione, et usu 
sacrorum librorum, this Council ^* statoit et dedarat^ ut hec ipsa 
** vetus et vulgata e.dition, quae longo tot sa^culorum usu in ipsi 
** Ecclesia probata est, ip pi^blicis lectionibus,. disputationibus, 
** prsedjcf^tionibiis et e:vpmti(mibus ipro authenticd habeatur, e| 
•* ut nemo illapa rejicere quwis jtrzeiextu qudeai vel prast^rifU^^'i 
p. xxt. 
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approves, we cannot say, that the difference be* 
tween the Protestants and the Romanists of this 
country consists in the adrmmn of an authorised 
version by one party, and the nofhodrnmion of an 
authorised version by the other. With, respect 
therefore to the use of the Holy Scriptures, the 
grand difference between the* two Churches relates to 
the inspired origirmls. If the Church of Rome can 
establish a doctrine by its authorised version, the 
Latin Vulgate, no appeal is allowed^ either to the 
Hebrew in the Old Testament, or to the Greek in 
the New. Let no one (says the Council of Trent) 
presume to reject the decision of the Latin Vulgate, 
under any pretence whatever*^. But the Church 
of England allows its ministers to appeal, in ex^ 
positions of Scripture, from a translation to the 
original. Our sixth Article, which corresponds to 
what was decreed at the fourth Session of the 
Council of Trent, speaks of Holy Scripture in 
general terms; it imposes no restraint, and allows 
therefore by its very silence an appeal to the inspired 
originals. Indeed this very Article distinctly marks 
the preference, w);ich was shewn by our Reformers 
to the Hebrew Bible. Previous to the Reformation, 
the authorised Version in this country was the Latin 
Vulgate : yet our Reformers rejected the apocryphal 
writings of the Old Testament for this very reason, 
that they were not contained in the Hebrew. And 
though our present English translation is ** appointed 
to be read in churches," this does not imply, that the 
same character attaches to it> which, according to 
the Council of Trent, attaches to the. Latin Vulgate, 
'^ Se^ the latter part of the preceding Note« 
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For tbo6€, whodo not understand the origmda, il 
wfta necessary to provide a translation: and indeed 
It would bave been absurd, if any other than an 
English Bible had been ** appointed to be read in 
CAurchesJ* But, wherever our translation is in« 
accurate (and no translatioa can be exempt from 
errors) we may on all occasions appeal to the 
words of the original. The consequence of sucb 
appeals has been already illustrated in this ver ^ 
Wprk'^: and I have given another example in my 
eighteenth Lecture '^ Each of these ex.amples is 
worthy of particular notice : for the one a£fects Uie 
subject of Traditum, the other the interpretation of 
Scripture '^ 

Since then the Churches of England and Ronie 
are fundamentally distinct in so many different 
respectSi and distinct even in the tilings, which are 
the foundations of Faith, we need not wonder that 
the Creed of the latter materially differs from the 

'* See what was said on the terais v» « jb^-if and tratUttOf in. 
Chap, IV. 

'' See p. 107—109. of the Third Part of my Lectures. 
. ^ Though I have stated the practice of appealmg from an 
authorised version to the inspired originab, as that which chiefly 
distinguishes the Church of England from the Church of Rome* 
in respect to the use of Scripture, it must be observed that the 
observation does not apply to all Protestants. For there are 
iome Protestant expounders, to whom an authorised version both 
Jbu, and must have, the same high autiiority, which the Church 
of Rome ascribes to its authorised verson. Nor is this the anlf^ 
resemblance : for both parties pretend to expound under the 
influence of the Spirit* But according to the tenets of the 
Church of England^ we aspire not to supernatural aid ; we are 
contented to interpret the inspired originals by the aid of reii« 
son and lemming. 
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Croed of the former. Without further remarks 
therefore on the Doctrines themselves, we may 
conclude the present Chapter with the summary 
statement of the Articles, which distinguish the two 
Churches, as it is given in ^* The Profession of the 
Catholic Faith, according to the Council of Trent" 
This Council had decreed in the twenly-fourth 
Session, that all beneficed clergymen should, under 
pain of forfeiting their benefice, make a public pro- 
fession of their faith '^. Accordingly Pope Pius IV^ 
under whose Pontificate the Decree was made, 
published a Profession of Faith according to the 
Doctrines maintained by the Council of Trent, with 
the following title : Professio fdei catholics secun- 
dum Concilium Tridentinum ex build Pii Papa IV. 
Consequently this is the authorised Profession of 
Faithy to which all beneficed Clergymen belonging 
to the Church of Rome are bound to subscribe, not 
only by the Bull of Pius IV, but by a Decree of the 
Council of Trent. Indeed the words of that Decree 
are quoted in the Bull itself*. This Profession of 

" Protbietiamdebeiiefid»quibu0cunqu6»curamanifnarum 
bab^tibus, teneaatur a die adeptc posseMionis, ad ininas intra 
duos menaes, in manibus ipsitia Episcopi, Tel eo impedito coram 
generay ejus Vicario, seu Officiali, ortkodoxce stutjidei puhlieam 
fiiDfTe pr^fimoniemy et in Romame eedesim chediefM se petihan* 
suroi ipondeant, acjuraU. Provisi autem de Canonicatibus et 
dignitatibus in ecclesiis cadiedralibus non solum coram Epish 
oopoy sen ejus Officiali, sed etiam in Capitulo idem fskcere 
teneantur. Alioquin praadicti omnes provisi, ut supra, fructus 
non faciant sues, nee illis possessio stiffragetur. P. gxc. 

'^ Cum itaque juxta CanciUi Tridentiiu dispositionem omnes, 

qnos deinceps, &c pubiicam orthodoxa Jutei prqfessionem 

Jacere, sequein Romance Ecclesue obedientiipermansuros spondere 
ntjurare ieneantur, Nos volentes &c. 
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Paitb begins with the Apostles' Creed ; which is suc- 
ceeded by the twelve following Articles '^ 

^W. I most firmly admit and receive the apos*- 
tolical and ecclesiastical traditions *^ and all c^er 
observances apd constitutions of the Church ^\ 

"9 The Trent Profession of Faith, with the Pope's accom- 
panying bully may, among many other places, be seen in the 
SyUogi^ Confemanum, published at Oxford in 1804. 

^ Though Bellarmine, and the author of the treatise Ds 
EcdesiS Christie speak o^ three kinds, namely, divine^ apostolical, 
and ecclesiastical traditions, we have already seen, that the term^ 
* apostolical,' is frequently used, as a generic term, and includes 
also the dhine traditions. Of the traditions, which are called 
ecclesiastical^ more will be said in the next Chapter. 

^ The Latin original of this Creed, of which a translation is 
given in the text^ is as fpUows ; 

** Apostolicas et Ecclesiasticas traditiones^ reliquasque ejus* 
dem Ecdesiae observationes et constitutiones firmisslme admit- 
to, et amplector« 

Item sacram Soripturam juxta eum sensum, quem tenmt et 
tenet sancta mater Ecclesia, pujus est judicare de vero sensuet 
interpretatione s^crarum Scripturarum, admitto, nee earn un* 
quam nisi juxta unanimem consadsum Patrum accipiam, ei 
interpretaboir. 

Profiteor quoque septem esse vere et proprie Sacramenta 
novae legis, a Jesu Christo, Domino nostro, instituta, atque ad 
salutcsn hum^i generis, licet non omnia singulis necessaria, 
scilicet Baptismum, Confirmationem, Eucharistiam, Pceniten* 
tiam, Extremam Unctionem, Ordinem, et Matrimonium, illaque 
gratiam conferre, et ex his Baptismum, Confirmationem, et 
Ordinem, sine sacrilegio reiterari non posse. 

Receptos quoque et approbates Ecclesias Catfai^cse ritus, m 
supradictorum omnium Sacramentoruqa solemni administra- 
tione, recipio, et admitto. 

Omnia et singula, quae de peccato ordinal!, et de justifi- 
l^atione, in Sacrosancta Tridentina Synodo definita et declarata 
fuerunt, amplector, et recipio. 

PrOf 
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^^S. I admit also the sacred Scriptures according 
to that sensie, which holy mother Church, to whom 
it appertains to judge of the true meaning and ^ 

Profiteor pariter in Missa offerri Deo yemniy proprium, et 
propitiatoriumsacrifidum, pro vivis, et deiunctis,. atque in sane- 
tissimo Eucharistifls Sacramento esse, vere, realiter, et substan- 
tialiter, corpus et sanguinem, una cum anima, et diyinitate 
Domini nostri Jesu Christie fierique conversionem totius sub* 
8tanti« panis in corpus, et totius substantis vini in sanguinem, 
quam conyersionem Catholica Ecclesia Transubstantiationem 
appellat 

Fateor etiam sub altera tantutti specie, totum atque inte- 
grum Christum, yerumque Sacramentum sumi. 

Constanter teneo purgatorium esse, animasque ibi detent&s 
fidelium sufiragiis juyari. 

Similiter et Sanctos, una cum Christo regnantes, yeneran- 
doa atque inyocandos esse, eosque orationes Deo pro nobis 
ofiferre, atque eorum reliquias esse yenerandas. 

Firmissime asserd imagines Christi, ac Dei*pars semper 
yirginis, nee non aliorum Sanctorum, habendas et retinendas 
esse, atque eis debitum honorem ac yenerationem irinpertiendam. 
Indulgentiarum etiam potestatem a Christo in Ecclesia re- 
lictam fuisse, illarumque usum Christiana populo maxima salu- 
tarem esse, affirmo, 

Sanctam Catholtcam, et Apostolicam Romanain Ecclesiam, 
omnium Ecclesiarum matrein, et magistram agnosco, Roma- 
noque Fontifici, B, Petri Apostolorum principis successori, ae 
Jesu Christi Vicario, yeram obedientiam spondee ac jure. 

CsBtera item omnia a Sacris Canonibus, et cpcumenicis Con* 
ciliis, ac praecipue a Sacrosancta Tridentina Synodo traditAf 
definita, et declarata, indubitanter recipio, atque profiteor, 
simulque contraria omnia, atque haereses quascumqueab Eccle- 
sia damnatas, rejectas, et anathematissatas, ego pariter damno, 
•r^icio, et anathematize. 

Hanc yeram Catholicam Fidem, extra quam nemo salyus 
esse potest, quam in prsesenti sponte profiteor, et yeraciter 
teneo, p^^ndem ihtegram etinyiolatam, usque ad extremum vitse 
spirltum, constantissime (Dee adjuyadte) retine^ et coi^teri; 
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interpretation of the Sacred Scriptures, hath holden 
and still holda : qor will I ever receive and interpret 
them, otherwise than ac^rding to the unanimQus 
consent of the Fathers. 

** 3. I profess likewise, that there are truly and 
properly, seven Sacraments of the new law, in* 
stituted by our Lord Jesus Christ, and necessary for 
the salvation of mankind, though not ail of them to 
^very one ; namely, Baptism, Confirmation, the 
Eucharist, Penance, Extreme unction, Orders, and 
Matrimony ; and that they confer grace ; and that, 
of these Sacraments, Baptism, Confirmation, and 
Orders, cannot be repeated without sacrilege. 
I receive also and admit the received and approved 
rites of the Catholic Church, in ttie solemn ad- 
ministration of all the aforesaid sacraments. 

" 4. I embrace and receive all. things, and every 
thing, which have been defined and declared by the 
boly Council of Trent, concerning original sin, and 
justification. 

" 5. Further I profess that in the Mass is offered 
unto God a true, proper, and propitiatory sacrifice, 
for the living and the dead ; and that in the most 
holy Sacrament of the Eucharist there is really, truly, 
and substantially the body and blood, together with 
the soul and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ; 
and that a conversion is made of the whole sub- 
stance of the bread into his body, and of the whole 

atque a meis subditis, Tel illis, quorum euro ad me in munere 
meo spectabit, teottri, doceri, et pnedicari, quantum in me erit, 
curaturum. 

Ego idem N. spondeo, vereo, ac juro: sic me Deus ad* 
juvet, ethaac saacta Dei Evangelia.'' 
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substance of the wkie into his blood ; pfhk 
conversion Uie Catholic Church calls Transubstan^ 
tiatiouk 

*^ 6. I confess also, that under one Und only is 
received the whole and entire Christ, and tiie tru« 
Sacranoent. 

" 7. I strenuously maintain, that there is a Pur- 
gatory, and that the souls, detained thet^^ are assistedi 
by the prayers of the faithful. 

'' %. Likewise that the Saints, wh6 rdgn together 
with Christ, are to be venerated and invoked ; and 
that they offer prayers for «is to God ; and that their 
Relicks are to be venerated. 

"9. I most firmly declare, that the images of 
Christ, and of the ever- Virgin, mother of God, as 
also of the other Saints, are to be had and retained ; 
and that due honour and veneration are to be shewn 
to them. 

" 10. I affirm also, that the power of Indulgences 
was left by Christ in his Churth ; and that the use 
of them is very salutary to Christian pepple. 

*M1. I acknowledge the Holy, Catholic, and 
Apostolic Church of Rome, to be the mother, and 
mistress of all Churches : and I promise and swear 
true obedience, to the Roman Pontiff, successor of 
the prince of the Apostles St. Peter, and the Vice- 
gerent of Jesus Christ. 

" 12. Further I do, without doubt, receive and 
profess all things, which have been delivered, de- 
fined, and declared by the sacred canons, and 
oecumenical Councils, especially by the holy Council 
of Trent ; and all things contrary thereunto, and all 
heresies of whatsoever kind, which have been con- 
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demnedi rejected^ and anathematized b; the Churcbi 
I in like manner condemni reject, and anathematize* 

** This true Catliolic Faith, out of which no one 
can. be saved, which by these presents, I profess 
and verily hold, I N. N. do promise, vow, and 
swear, most firmly to keep, and confess (by God's 
help) entire and inviolate, to the last breath of my 
life ; and that I will take care, as fisur as in me lies, 
that the same be holden, taught, and preached by all, 
who are subject to my controal, or who are connected 
with my charge. 

*' So help me God, and tiiese the holy Gospels 
of God/' 
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OF CHURCH-C£»J52ir02VIfiy, AND THfe TRAI>nXON 
WHICH IS CALLEI) £CX7IJSS7^iST/eAX.-^--EXPLANA« 

^ HON OF OUR THIRTY-FOURTH ARTICLK ^DE- 
FENCE OF THE. PRINCIPLES, ON WHICH THE 
CHURCH OF ENGLAND HAS ACTED IN REGARD TO 
Cj^i2jE'ilfOME9.--^-<CONSEQUENC£S OF CONFOUND- 
ING THE TRADITION OF CBJtBMONlES WITH THE 
TRADITION OF DOCTRIJfES. ^ADDITIONAL RE- 
MARKS ON THE MISAPPREHENSION OF TERMS IK 
REGARD TO TRADITION IN GENERAL. 



O^^R inquiries mto the subject of Tradition 
have been hitherto confined to Tradition as a Rule 
of Faith. This Tradition^ as we have already seen, 
is sometimes called the unwritten JVord of God^ ; 
at other times it is called the unwritten Doctrine \ 
At other times again it is called the traditionary 
Doctrine^. We have farther seen, that the un- 
written Word, or Tradition as a Rule of Faith, is 

' Verhm Dei nm scriptum. Bellannine's fowih fM)ok om 
^ The Word of God," which rektes wholly to Trfldiiion, !• 
entitled De Verbo Dei non scripto. 

* Doctrina nan scripta* It is so called by Bellannine. See 
above Chap. L Notes 2, S* 

' Doctrina tradita. It is so called in the theological Lec- 
tures given at Maynooth. See the treatise De Ecdeni Christie 
p.S97,S9S. 
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compounded of the £vinc and the apostolical tra- 
ditions ^ We have seen also, that, beside the 
divine and apostolical traditions, which constitute 
Tradition as a Rule of Fcuth^ there is a third kind, 
stated both by Bellarmine, and by the author of 
the treatise De Ecclesid Christiy which is called 
ecclesiastical TraditioQ, or the Tradition of ^ 
Church K The two former kinds, having been 
fully considered in the four first chapters, our 
attention must now be directed to the third kind. 

As our sixth Article, with the twentieth and 
twenty^first^ relate to the two former kinds, so 
our thirty-fourth Article has reference to tbfi third 
kind. An inquhy thei^efore into the principles, on 
which the Church of England has acted, in regard 
to Ceremonies^ must commence with an examination 
of that Article. 

Article XXXIV- 

OF THE TRADITIONS OF THE CHURCH. 

It is not necessary^ that Traditions mid Cercr 
monks be in all places one, Qr utterly like ; for 
at all times they have been diverse, and may be 
changed according to the diversities of countries, 
timeSf and men's manners^ so that natlmg be 
ordained against God's JVord. Whosoever through 
bis private judgement^ wiUis^ly and purposely, 
doth openly break the Tractions and Ceremonies 
of the Church, which be not repugnant to the 
Word of Godf and be ordained and approved by 
common authority^ ought to be rebuked openly (that 

^ See Chap. I. Note 11. ' Ibid. p. 7. 8. with Note 8. 
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other niayfear to do the like) as he that offehdeth 
Against the common order of the Chuixh, and 
hurteth the authority of the magistrate^ and 
woundeth the consciences of weak brethren. 

Every particular^ or national^ 'Church hath 
authority to ordain^ change^ and abolish Ceremonies 
or Rites of the Churchy ordained only by man's 
authority, so that alt things be done to edifying. 

From this Article it appears, that our Church 
considers the Tradition of Ceremonies in a very 
different light fron) that, in which it views the 
Tradition of Doctrines. It was shewn in the first 
section of the fourth chapter, that all Doctrines 
whatever y which have no other foundation, than 
that of Tradition^ are rejected by our Chqrch ; and 
it is this very rejection, which constitutes the vital 
principle of the Reformation. It is the vital prin- 
ciple of the Reformation, to admit no Doctrine^ or 
Article of Faithy unless it can be proved by Holy 
Scripture. But the case is widely different with 
.respect to mere Ceremonies^ in which the Church 
of England only requires ^^ that nothing be ordained 
Against God s Word */* On the other hand, though 
the Church of England requires not for mere Cere- 
monies the positive authority of Scripturey it would 
be a very false inference, that our Church therefore 
yielded, in this respect, to the authority of Tradition. 

^ ThiB remark applies only so far, as tfaey have reference to 
Scripture, For if a Ceremcudy has nothing else to recommend it, 
than the bare negative quality, that it is not forbidden in Scrip- 
ture, such Ceremony is a useless burden. It should have fur- 
ther the positive quality, that it tends to edifying : and this very 
quality is required at the end of the thirty-fourth Article. 

I , 
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Even in regard to Cerenumei our Church rejects 
the authority of Tradition ; and in this v^ry r6« 
jection it again opposes the Chjurch pf Home* For 
it is a principle with that Churchy that ev:en C^« 
monies, which have been handed down by Tradition^ 
have thereby acquired the force of a jhm''. But 
says our thirty-fourth Article, '^ it is nsit necessary, 
" that traditions aad ceremqnies be io all places 
'^ one, or utterly like : for at all times they have been 
** diverse, and may be changed according to the 
'^ diversities of countries, times, and men's manneri^, 
" so that nothing be ordained against God's Word^^ 
And in the last sentence the Article asserts, that 
'< every particular, or national, Church hath authority 
'^ to ordain^ change^ and abolish Ceremonies or 
^ Rites of the Church, ordained only by man's 
^* authority, so that ail things be done to edifying)^ 

There are two principles therefore, on which the 
Church of England has acted in regard to Rites and 
Ceremonies. The one has reference to Scripture^ 
iand requires, that nothing be done, which is re- 
pugnant to it. The other principle is of a /M^^Vive 
kind, and requires that all Ceremonies, received by 
the Church, should be such, as tend to edification. 
The i^uthority of Tradition therefore is left entirely 
out of the question. For if a ceremony does not tend 
to edification, it is rgectedy even tliough supported 
by Tradition: and if a ceremony dSoe^ tend to 
edification, that <!eremony may he admittexk oven 

' 'H€iv)e JBelliumoipe (De Verbq Dei, lib. IV. cap. 2.) aaon^ 
>ViEook»ai<3w^ triidit;ijCHie6 prqMrie ,4icuqtur cos«itfte(/tiief qiupr 
** dam ^tiq^s, yel a pmlntis vel a.pqpuli8 inchoatae, «)iub paib- 
** lalim, tacito .coAfldosu populoruni, wm kg^ idbUn^eruat.'' 
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though not supported by Tradition. It is true, 
thal^ according to this very article, those persona 
ought to be rebukedy who " openly break the tra- 
ditions and ceremonieis of the church." But it is 
not because such ceremonies are traditicvQs, that men 
are tp be rdkiked for breaking them. The Article 
itself assigns a totally different reason. Such 
a person (says that Article) as to be rebuked "as he 
^^ that ofiendeth against the common order of the 
'^ Churchy and hurteth the authority of the magis^ 
" trate, Sgc^ The Ceremonies, which are supposed 
to be broken, are such, as, in the words of this 
very Article, have been " ordained and approved by 
common authority^* It is ther^ore the authority of 
the Churchy ahd not the antfaority of Tradition^ 
which gives sancticm to those Ceremqnies, of wbidi 
die Church finrbids the molation. And not only in 
t^ Aiticle, but also in the twentieth Article, the 
Church of England claims the " powi^ to deaee 
Rites ixt Ceremonies/' Indeed all Societies whatr 
ever, whether they be civil, or whether they be 
religious, must possess the power of making regu^ 
lations for the conduct of their members ; or it would 
be impossiUe to preserve eaiy order in the pt^bUc 
assemblies. But whether those regulations he 
ancient or modqrn, they receive their sanction from 
tiie circumstance, that (in the words of the thirty* 
fourth Article) they are ^' ordained and approved by 
common authority. 

There can be no doubt then about the principles^ 
on which the Church of England has acted in regard 
to Ceremonies. As Doctrines are not admitted on 
the sole authority of Tradition,' so Ceremonies are 

1% 
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not admitted on the sole authority of Traditiom 
But the things themselves^ which are handed down 
by Tradition, stand on a different footing. In other 
words the Doctrina tradita stands on a different 
footing from the Caremonia tradita. A Doctrina 
tradita^ if supported by Tradition alone^ is rejected 
by our Church without further inquiry*. But 
a Caremonia tradita may, according to the principles 
•of oar Church, be either admitted or rejected, as 
circumstances require. The Christian religion is 
a revelation of Doctrines, not, like the Jewish, 
n revelation of Ceremonies. Though we necessarily 
look therefore to Scripture for authority in Doctrines, 
me cannot e.7^ect the authority of Scripture for every 
single ceremony, which is used in the celebration of 
divine worship. As far then as. Scripture is con- 
cerned with Church Ceremonies, we have only to 
take care, that nothing be ordained^ which is in^ 
consistent with it If then a ceremony, handed 
down by Tradition, is but consistent with Scrip- 
ture, and at the same time tends to edification^ such 
ceremony is admissible, according to the principles 
of our Church. But if such a ceremony were 
adoptjed, it would not be because it was received 
from Txadition> but because it possessed the requisite 
qualities, consistency with Scripture, and a tendency 
to edification. For as, on the one hand, it could 
not be received without those qualities, however 
ancient the Tradition in its favour might be, so, on 
the other hand, it would be. admissible, 2z;i/^ those 
qualities, even if no Tradition could be alleged in. 

• The reasons for such rejection have been fully expLained 
inthe fourth Chapter. . 
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its favour* The authority of Tradition therefore 
decides alone neither way. 

But if the Church of England refuses to 
recognise Tradition as sufficient authority for the 
admission of Rites and Ceremonies, it does not ga 
into the opposite extreme of requiring for them 
the authority of Scripture. Christianity was not^ 
like Judaism, intended for a single nation : but 
was meant for all mankind. Though Moses there* 
fore prescribed, with the most minute e^ctness^ the 
eeremonies of the Jewish Church, we find no such, 
restrictions imposed upon Christians,, either by our 
Saviour, or by bis Apostles. Even St. Paul, wha 
had more occasion than any other ^postle, to give 
directions iibout the management of particular 
churches,, has manifestly left the. detail of the 
arrangements to be detertnined by the Churchesr 
themselves, according to their respective situations 
and cirgumgtances. When, in reference to public 
worship, he directed the Cormthians, that '^ all 
things be done unto edifying," and again that " all 
things be done decently and in order'," these ^^wer/z/ 
^directions of course implied, that the particular 
regulations, in regard to public worship, were left 
to themselves, only keeping in view, that such regu- 
lations must tend to order and edification. But 
the very things, which u^ ,om community may con- 
tribute to order and edificatioUj njay in another 
community prqduce effectg of a very different de- 
scription. Nor is it always practicable to use in one 
country the cereinonies, which are used in another. 
Even in the same country, and among the sannQ 

* I Cor.xii.26.4.0. 
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peopkf an silteratioQ of manners, habits^ and cifcuifi^ 
stances may require a corresipondent alteration in 
the mode of public worship. Thus the Jews them* 
selves had rHigious institution^ qfttr the Babylonish 
Captivity, which existed not before tlie Captivity^ 
Their synagogue worship, which was attended by 
Christ himselfi comprehended various tefeiifioniesi 
which had not been prescribed by the Levitical law* 
But if the Jezvs adopted ceremonies, not appointed 
by Scripture, and Christ hitnself conformed to tfaetn, 
ive fn^y surely be allowed as Christians^ to adopt 
ceremonies, not prescribed in Scripture, provided 
they are consistent ^\ih Scripture, and at the same 
time tend to edification. 

Nor indeed is it possible to find authority in 
Scripture for every single regulation, which a re* 
ligious Society* may find expedient to introduce; 
AxA those very persons, who object to the admission 
of ceremonies, not prescribed in Scripture, shew by 
their dwn practice, that they object to what cannot 
be avoided. However simple their forms of worship 
may be, there are some forms, which are indis- 
pensable, and yet ate no where prescribed in Scrip- 
ture. Men cannot assemble to worship God, unless 
the time of assembling, as' well as the place of 
assembly, is previously fixed. And when they are 
assembled, there must be some authority to deters- 
mine, both the offices themselves^ and the order^ in 
which the offices shall be performed. Even if the 
offices are confined to the most simple acts of worship^ 
yet, as the three forms of praying, preaching, and 
singing, are adopted by Protestant Dissenters, as 
well as by Protestant Churchmen, the former, as 



Chap. VIL Churches of Ungkmd and Rome. 1 $5 

well as the latter, must determine by ^me common 
^jothoiitjy whether praying shall precede preaching, 
or preaching shall precede praying; whether the 
singing shall go before, or follow after both; 
whether liiey shall sing from a Hymn Book, or from 
die Psalms of David; if from the former, what 
Hyma Book shall be used, if from the latter, what 
version shall be used; with many other questions, 
which must be previously determined by some 
authority, or the place of worship will become a 
place of confusion. But surely no one will pretend 
that questions of this kind can be determined by a 
reference to Scripture. 

Nothing further then can be wanted, to viadi'- 
cate the principles^ maintained in our thirty^fourth 
Article; namely, that every particular or national 
Church hath authority to ordain rites and ceremonies, 
provided they are not contrary to Scripture, and 
provided they tend to edification. Nor is the practice 
of our Church, in r^ard to ceremonies, by any 
means inconsistent with its principles. It preserves 
a due medium between the Church of Home on the 
one hand, and Protestant Dissenters on the other* 
If the service of the Church be loaded with very 
numerous and very splendid ceremonies, the object 
of edification^ which we should always have in 
view, will be lost in the very means of attaining it^ 
For the means will be mistaken for the ends; and 
men will stop where they ought only to begin. On 
the other hand, if too little is prescribed for the 
service of the Church, devotion will either want 
sufficient incitement: or, if it is incited only by 
iiie exertions of the preacher, it may be so incited 
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as to convert pure devotion into fanatical rapture. 
But the service of the Church of England, conducted 
by that admirable formulary, the book of Common 
Prayer ***, is no less calculated to repress the ex- 
travagancies of fctnaticism, than to remove tiie errors 
of superstition. It is said indeed by those, whdse 
ceremonies are fewer than our own, that our Liturgy 
has not sufficiently removed the superstitions of the 
Chvirch of Rome : but when the ceremonies, to 
which objections have been made, are properly 
explained, they appear as free from superstition, as 
the ceremonies of those, who object to them ". 

'* I here take for granted, that the service of, the Church is 
performed with due sohmnify: For if it be hurried over, as 
H task, that musi be performed, before singing and preaching 
begins, ai^d the singing and preachipg be .consideredas the jonni 
cip^ part of divine worship, the design of the Liturgy will be 
defeated, and the service ot the Church will be assimilated with 
the service of the Conven^ic/e. 

" The ceremonies of our Church, to which the principal 
objections have been made, are those of kneeling at the Altar, 
the making t^^ sign of the Cross at Baptism, arid the use of the 
Ring in the marriage seryic^. ^ow if kneeling at the Altar 
implied the worshippinff of th^ consecrated elements^ the practitfe 
would be undoubtedly superstitious : for it would then resemble 
the worship, which the Church of Rome requires for the Host. 
But since this worship is founded on the belief, that, as soon as 
fhe wafer is consecrated, Christ himself is corfoxeaUtfj as well as 
spiritually before them, and this corpore^ pr^ence is wholly 
rejected by our Churgb, the kneeling in the one case has no simi-* 
larity to the kneeling in the other. That the simple elements of 
bread and wine, detached from the corporeal presence, are objects 
of adoration, was never pretended even by the Church of Rome* 
Consequently (here pan be no ground for the imputatiop, that our, 
kneeling at the Altar implies a toorshipping of the bread and wine, 
Jt is an act o^revereHcCy due to the founder of that holy Sacrament 

av 
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11. 

These general remarks on the Ceremonies* 
adopted by the Church of England, must suffice for 

at whose very name St Paul declares (Phil. ii. 10.) that every knee 
should bow. Surely then it is not superstitious, to kneel during that ^ 
most solemn act of devotion, when we partake of the bread and 
wine, in remembrance, that Christ died for us. Nor is it super* 
stition, to prefer at the Altar our prayers and thanksgivings to 
Christ himself, who from his divine nature must be spiritually, 
though not corporeally, omnipresent. If it is not superstitious^ 
therefore to pray to him on our knees in one place, it cannot be 
superstitious to pray to him on our knees in another. Unless then 
it is superstitious to pray^a^ all on our knees, it is not superstitious 
to pray on our knees at the Altar. But uq one can maintain the 
former position, without the impiety of imputing superstition to 
Christ himself For Christ himself, in the very nighti on which be 
had instituted that holy Sacrament, <^ kneeled dotm and prayed^'* 
(Luke xxii. 41 •) Indeed th^ act of kneeling is se congenial with 
those feelings of humility^ which cannot fail to be excited in US| 
when we address ourselves. to God, that it was common both to 
the Prophets of the Old Testament, and to the Apostles of the 
New (2 Chiton. vi« 13. Ezra ix. 5. Daniel vi. 10. Acts ix. 40, 
.XX, 36.) — Nor are we superstitious at the Sacrament of Bap- 
Hsm, when we use the sign of the Cross. In the figurative - 
language of Scripture, we are told by Christ himself, that we 
must take up our Cross, and follow Him, (Matth. xvi. 24.) In 
the same figurative language, we are told also by St. Paul^ that 
the preaching of Christianity is the preaching of the Cross ;:ihsLt 
the enemies of Christianity are the enemies of the Cross; that 
persecution for Christianity is persecution for the Cross; abd that 
our glory in Christianity is our glory in the Cross (1 Cor. i. 18. 
PhU. iii. 18. Gal. vi. 12. 14.) Since then both Christ himself, 
and his Apostle St. Paul, have represented the Cross as the very. 
badge of Christianity, it is surely an appropriate Ceremony^ when 
persons are admitted into feilamhip with Christ, as they are at. 
baptism, to express by the sign of the Cross, that the badge of 
Christianity is conferred on the persons so admitted. Ifthisis su- 
perstitious, it is superstitious, whea we are admitted to an order of 

mere 
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the present occasion, as we cannot enter itito a par- 
ticular comparison of its Ceremonies with the Cere- 
monies of the Church of Rome. A comparison of 
our Articles with the Decrees and Canons of the 
Council of Trent etiafcled us to enter, with the great* 
est minuteness, into the subject of Doctrines, But 
our twenty-fourth Article, which relates to " speaking 
*^ in the Congregation in such a tongue,^ as the people 
^' understandeth^" is the only Article relating fa 
mere Cefemonies, which is directed against any 
particular practice of the Church of Rome. The 
thirty-fourth Article, as we have seen, is quite general^ 
and explains only the principles^ on which the 
Cl>m'eb of England ha» acted in regard to Cere* 
mankB. Eqtially general is that part of the Pre&ce 
to our Liturgy, which is; entitled, " Of Ceremonies, 
why some should be abolished, others retained.'* 
Indeed, if we entered into a particular detail of the 

mere human iosCitutldn, to tetg^iy^ the ba4gi of that order. Naj? 
it is si^erstitioiiB, in an aci of reconctliotioa^ to give the right 
hand ^JhOomkifi.'^jMQy, #kh lespoiet to tho use of the Ring in 
' marriage/ it is siidpl^ at tok^fn qfhommr^ of whielb we find varfeul 
examples in Soripiure iUe^i When Pharaoh proposed to confer 
a BMtrk of honour cm Jd^sfib^ be ^* tack off his rij^ from his band» 
and put it npm Joseph' $ band/' (Gen. xh* 42.) In like oumner 
Abasueriig *^ took bit ring fronof his hand and gave it to Haman;*' 
and wfoen Mdfdetei bad ftund favour in Im i^lght, ** the king 
** took off his ring, wbieh he Md taken froB» HanMn, and gave it 
^ to Mordedd/' (Estbdt iii. la viii. 2.) Agam, hi the parable 
of the prodigal don, the father ordered on his return^ as a token 
of regard and favouri a ring to be put upon his haad» (Luke xv» 
912.) We have therefore the anthority of Scripture for using 
a ring atf a ioken of honour. And that nothing more was meant 
in the marriage service, is evident from the form of words witl^ 
' whicb the giving of the ring is accompwued* 
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Cerenumies employed by the Church of Rome^ it 
would require a volume of itself, and swell the 
examination of that single subject to a size altogether 
disproportioned to its relative importance. 

The remaining pait of this Chapter therefore shall 
be directed to an inquiry of much greater moment, 
namely an inquiry into the consequences of con* 
founding the Tradition of Doctrines with the Tra- 
dition of Ceremonies^ ets also with o/Acr Traditions, 
from which it is not always distinguished. For it is 
entirely owing to such confusion, that the Church 
of England is often represented as similar to the 
Church of Rome, when in fiKt it is totally different 
If men confound the Tradition of Ceremonies with 
the Tradition of Doctrines^ they may argue from our 
thirty-fourth Article, that our sixth Article must be 
fake, . For, as our sixth Article rejects all Docirinesi 
which afe not founded on the authority of Scripture^ 
and our thirty-fourth Article does not reject all Cete-; 
monies, which have no other foundation than Trar 
dition, the advocates of the Church of Rome, need 
only overlook the difference between these two kinds 
of Tradition, and it immediately follows, that, as 
Tradition is Tradition, so the admission of it in 
one sense is the admission of it in another. But if 
Tradition is not rejected l>y our Church, they reason^ 
ably infer, that the rejection of Tradition cannot 
constitute the vital principle of Protestantism. 
Now it is a direct contradiction of our sixth Article 
to say, that the Church of England does not reject 
Tradition as a Rule of Faith ; and it is obvious that 
no other Tradition can be meant, when we speak of 
the rejection of it, as the vital principle of Pro* 
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testantlsni "• Nor is a confusion of terms sufficient 
for the purpose, without the aid of a correspondent 
(mission; namely of the word ** authority." For 
the Church of England rejects the authority of 
Tradition^ as well in regard to Ceremonies^ as in 
regard to Doctrines^K Whether Ceremonies be 

•» See Chap. IV. Note 6. 

'* TbiB position has been fully proved in the preoeding section 
of this Chapter. — I take this opportunity of noticing a very ex-» 
traordinary misapplication of what I said about Tradition in my 
Letter to Mr. Gandolphy. Speaking of the difference between 
the Romanists and the Protestants, in regard to ^e foundations of 
their faith, I observed at p. 1 ]. *< The one party appealed to th^ 
*' Bible and Tra^tian : the other party rejected the auihorU^ of 
** Tradition and appealed to the BiUe alone*' And again at 
p. 16. 1 said, ^^ You will not be able to brii^g satisfactory evi-» 
** dence, that we have inherited from the Apostles aqy other Doq^ 
** trineSf than those, which are recorded in their genuine writings, 
^^ as contained m the Nem Testament Hence it was that our 
** Reformers refected the authqrity of Tradition ^ and this very 
** rejection is that, which constitutes the vital principle of thQ 
^* Reformation." When I said thereA>re, that our Reformers '^ re? 
** jectedthe authority of Tradition and appealed to the BH^alone^'* 
it was manifest, that no other Tradition, either was, or even 
could be meant, than the Tradition, which to the Church of Rome 
is a Rule of Faith. For there is no other Tradition of which the 
authprity is capable of being compared with the authority of 
Scripture ; whereas the authprity of this Tradition^is alxvays com- 
pared with the authority of Scripture. For the latter is called 
the Written Word, the former the Unwritten Word ; and both of 
them, in the Church of Rome, have equal authority. No reader 
therefore, who reflected on what he read, could possibly imagine, 
that I was speaking of a Tradition of Ceremonies, |ind attempt to 
confute the assertion by an appeal to the thirtjffourth Article* 
But though the Tradition of Doctrines, and not the Tradition of 
Ceremoniesi was at that time the subject of inquiry, the assertion, 
which I there made is still applicable to the Tradition also of 
Ceremonies, unless the word *^ aiUhorify/* which I used in both 

Qf 
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ancient or modern, the Church of England re- 
ceives, or rejects them, entirely at its own discretion. 
We should be careful then to avoid the confusion, 
which must necessarily arise, if we mistake the 
source, from which Ceremonies are derived, for the 
principle^ on which they are received. 

The term " Traditio Eccksice^'- is further applied 
by the Church of Rome to the ceremony, or cere- 
monies of Ordination ; and the term is so used in 
the Decree relating to the Sacramentum Ordimsy 
made at the twenty-third Session of the Coufncil of 
Trent But then it is to be observed, that this very 
Decree, in addition to the Orders of Priest and 
Deacon, enumerates the five Orders of Sub*deacon, 
Acolyte, Exorcist, Lector, andOstiary; for the lowest 
of which the clerical tonsure is required. It must 
be further observed, that the appeal to Tradition is 
confined to the five last-mtotioned orders ; und that 
the authority of Scripture is quoted for the Orders 
of Priest and Deacon '*. Since then' the five lower 

of those passives, be suppressed when the assertion is repeated. 
As I notice this two-fold misapplication, merely to prevent 
a recurrence of such errors, it is sufficient to state them without 
mentioning names. 

14 In the second Chapter of this Decree is the following 
passage, ** Non solum de Sacerdotibus, sed et de Diaconis 
sacra Uteres apertam mentionem faciunt; et quae maxime in 
iUoriim ordin^tione attendenda sunt, gravissimis verbis docent. 
£t in ipso Ecclesia initio sequentium ordinum nomma, Subdia- 
coni scilicet, Acolyti, Exorclstae, Lectoris, et Ostiarii in usu fu- 
isse cognoscuntur, P. cli v. And the seventeenth Chapter of this . 
Decree accordingly provides, ut sanctorum ordinum a Diaconatu 
ad Ostiariatum functiones ab Apostolorum temporibus in Eccle- 

sj4 



H$ Comparative View tff he Chap. VIL 

Orders are refected by tbe Churefa <tf En^^nd, and 
goly tbe two higher Order? are r^ainedj tbe ad* 
yfK^lmoS thf Church of Rome, when they contend 
tbiit wr Orders depend upon Tradition as well as 
tk^irSf otake use of w argument^ which directly 
contradicts wh^t the Council of Trent has admtled. 

4^iu H ha3 been asserted, tb&t the institution 
of tbe Christiao Sabbath, or tbe keeping the Jirst 
day of the veek holy, instead of the seventh, is 
founded on Tradition. And tbe author of the 
ftveatise Be EcclesiA Christi b^ quoted it as one 
of the a^pastoUcal :traditiiana. The institution tbere- 
£Mie lof the Cbristiaa Sftbbiith is represented, as 
jhaving its foundation in Tradition as a Rule of 
Faith, that is tbe Umi>rittm JVord of God. Now 
pne should roally isuppoae from the representatioD^ 
that tbe institution biul oo foupdation in the Written 
Word. But it is evident from Acts xx. 7. and 
1 Cor. xvi. 1, S. that the practice of the primitive 
Christians to assemble, for the purpose of worship, 
on the^r^^ day of the week, in commemoration of 
Christ's resurrection, bad the sanction of Sit. Paul 
himself And since this is recorded in the Written 
Word, what necessity is there for an appeal to tfie 
Unwritten Word ? 

Another example is given by J^ellarmine, which 
has been repeated by every advocate of the Church 
of Rome to the present time. This example is 
Infant, Baptism, which Bellarmine represents as * 

sift laudabiliter recept^) etplurimk in lopis aliqaamdiu bteC'^ 
mimmy iawum juxta sacros Caaones revafientur. P. ctxv. 
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^Bn apostolical tradition*'. Indeed the CouncU of 
Trent has itself appealed to apostolical tradition for 
the baptism of in&nts '^ Notw from this exanif^e it 
is . argued, ^tber that the Cbarch of £B|^d» 
^notwithstanding its professions in the sixth At!dd% 
does not reject Tradition as a Rule of Faith; or 
that it acts with inconsi^enof^ in returning the 
Sacrament of Baptism under Uie same fbrin, as the 
Church of Rome. But both these charges wte at 
once refuted by our twenty^jseventh Article. For 
^is Article is so far from resting the practice of 
Infant Baptism on the authoiity of Traditionf that 
It places that practice on a totally different footing. 
^^ The Baptism of young children (says this Article) 
^^ is in any wise to be retained in the Church, as 
'•* most agreeable with the institution of Christ '^'^ 
Where, then is the inconsistent of :oar Church in 
respect to Inteint Baptbw ? Or how does this exr 
«mple prove, that the Church of England ackmrn- 
iedges the authority of Traditipn ? 

But there is another foint of view, from which 
ihis e;cample may be examined. When Bellarmine 
represents Infent .Baptism as an apostolical tradition, 

'' Parvulos baptizando9, vocatur iradiiio ajpostolica non 
scripta, De Verbo Dei^ lab. IV. Cap. 2. 

'^ Ex traditione Apostolorum etiam parvuK, qui nihil pecca:. 
^orum in semet ipsis adhuc cpmmtttere poluerunt ideo in remfis- 
monem peccatorum veraciter baptiaantury nt in .eis reg^der^- 
jtione munde^nr, ^od generatione icootraxjerunt. P. xxi v. 

" In vrhat respects the practice of infant baptism is *< mo^t 
agreeable with the institution of Christ^*' it would be foreign to 
our present purpose to inquire : nor can it be necessaiy, as the 
agreement has been already shewn by those, who haveprofes^- 
ly written on this subject. 
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he represents it, according to bis own principles, as 
a Doctrine. For the apostolical traditions are 
Ingredients in what he himself calls Doctrina non 
scripta'*. Indeed there is one respect, in which 
A Sacrament mtist be included Under Doctrines; 
namely, when we consider it in reference to its 
inward and spiritual grace. Hence the Council of 
Trent, when it appealed to the Tradition of the 
Apdsdes (Traditio Apostolorum) in favour of Infant 
-Baptism, spake in express terms of the efficacy of 
that Sacrament, which is necessarily a matter of 
Doctrine ''. But as a Sacrament has likewise an 
outward and visible sign, the administration of it 
may in this respect be considered as a Ceremony of 
the Church. Since then the Church of Englatnd 
uses its own discretion in regard to Ceremomes, 
though it invariably rejects Doctrines^ which are 
founded only on Tradition, we may very coni^istently 
take into consideration, that the ceremony of 
baptizing infants has prevailed from the earliest ages 
of Christianity. And having adopted the practice 
on the ground of its being ** moAt agreeable with the 
institution of Christ," we may, in p^ifect conformity 
with the principles of our Church, consider the 
antiquity of the practice as an additional reason for 
our adopting it For the Tradition of Ceremonies 
is a very different thing from the Tradition of 
Doctrines. The Tradition of the latter is oral 
Tradition, and going from mouth to mouth must 
be perpetually subject to alteration. But the Tra- 

"• See Note %. to this Chapter. The term Doctrina tradiia 
has a similar meaning. 

^' See the preceding Note 16. 
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dition of the foiiner is ocular Tradition, and may be 
preserved unaltered^ through a- succession of ages/ 
thaogh never committed t6 writing. It is however 
of no importance on tlie present occasion, whether 
the distinction between the doctrinal and the cere* 
momal part of the Sacrament be considered, or not. 
For the Church of England in its own official 
declaration on the adoption of Infant Baptism^ has 
left the argument of Tradition entirely out of the 
question. It has assigned a totally different reason, 
and therefore cannot be charged with an acknow^ 
ledgment of the authority, ascribed to Tradition by 
the Church of Rome **. 

' If we further inquired into all the other examples, 
in wluch the term Tradition either has been, or 
might be, employed, for the purpose of proving 
a similarity between the Churches of England and 
Rome^ the inquify would hardly ever terminate. 
For the term ^' Tradition" may be applied to antf 
thing rvhatever which is communicated from one 
person to another. Unless therefore we distinguish 
the Tradition of Doctrines, or Tradition as a Rule 
of Faith, from all other kinds of Tradition, there will 
be no end of the confusion, which must arise from 
arguments about Tradition. And since it has been 
fully proved in the first, the third, and the fourth, 
chapters of this Wotk, that the Tradition, of which 
the rejection constitutes the characteristic difference 
b^ween the Churches of England and Rome, i^ 



^ The confession of Augsburg appeals likemse to the attt}iO'- 
lity of Scripture, and fiot to the authority of Tradition^ fsit 
illft^*kl^ptittlu See the ninth Article of that C<mleiiBioiv 
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that Tradition, which to the Church of Rome is 
a Rule of Faiths we may be certain, without pre-^ 
vious examination, that, whenever an instance can 
be alledged, in which the two Churches agree about 
Tradition, that the term is used in some other seme. 
It will be sufficient therefore to notice two or three 
examples, on which the advocates of the Church 
of Rome lay the greatest stress. 

It is said, that if our Church rejects the authority 
of Tradition, it rejects what is necessary to prove 
the authenticity of the New Testament. And on 
this occasion there is frequently quoted the wdl* ' 
known saying of Augustine, ^' Ego Evangelio iM>n 
aederim, nisi me Commoveret Ecclesise auctoritas.^ 
Now according to our twentieth Article, the Church 
is ** a Witness and Keeper of Holy Writ.** Suppose 
then, that this declaration be applied to St PaulV 
Epistles, for instance. When we are about to 
establish, their authenticity^ we trace the quotations 
from them in ecclesiastical writers, from the present 
age upwards till we come to writers so near to the 
time when St. Paul lived, that the Epistles ascribed 
Ip him, could not have been falsely ascribed, with- 
out their knowing it. In this sense the Church is 
a Keeper and a Witness of Holy Writ: and to the 
evidence for authenticity, which we thus obtain, the 
title of ^/ Tradition" is sometimes applied, because 
the evidence has been handed drnon to us from the 
earliest ages. But this is a Tradition of Testimony^ 
and has no connection whatever with a Tradition of 
Doctrine. And it is so far from distinguishing the 
Church of Rome, or indeed any Church xbhateoei^ 
that it is applied to establish the authenticity of 
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ancient writings in^ g€neral*\. It i$. moreover a kind 
of Tradition^ which. is applied to iii» Written IVord^ 
whereas Tradition, as a Rule of Faith^ ilpplies ex- 
clusively to the C/wwnVfew/^orrf. 

Another argument for the similarity of the two 
Churches has been drawn from a confusion of the 
Intet^pretatio tradita with the Doctrina tradita. The 
interpreters of the Bibk^ like all other interpreters, 
copy occasionally from the works of their predecessors. 
The commentators of the eighteenth century have 
drawn from commentators of the seventeenth cen*^ 
tury ; those of the seventeenth from those of the 
sixteenth ; those again of the sixteenth from those of 
the fifteenth; and so on to the most ancient com» 
mentators. The consequence is, that if w^ compare 
a collection of ancient commentaries^ such as may 
be seen in a Catena Patrum^ with a collection oi 
modern commentaries, such as may be seen in Pole's 
Synopsis^ we shall find that the expositions of 
many passages are common to both collectipnSf* 
These expositions therefore, having been handed 
dawn from commentator to commentator, are con* 
sidered as a sort of Tradition. But in order to 
distinguish the Tradition of interpretations from the 

^ If we undertake to prove the authenticity of the Epiitlea 
ascribed to Cicero, or to Pliny, we must use a liinilar process t^ 
that, which is employed in establishing the authenticity t)fth^ 
Epistles ascribed to St.' Paul. The latter indeed are insptrej, 
whereas the former arfe not* But this makes no difietence, wheft 
we are concerned onlf with the question, whether a work is 
written by the author to> .whom it is ascribed. For the insj^ratum 
of the sacred writings is a fact, to which no Church, whether 
ancient, or modern, can bear toitness. It is a fact, of whicji no 
human observation can take cognisance. It lies beyond the reach 
of human evidence ; it can be proved only by divine testiqiony,^ 
and consequently by Scripture ahme. 

k2 
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Tradition of Doctrines, writers m systcttaiic The- 
ology, have given the naifi6 ofTrAdltiohemteneutidi 
to the former, and tb^ namb of Tradltib 4o^mtica 
to the latter *\ The satne distinctibh is tnade by 
Bishop Burnet in his Expi^ition of the sfslith Article. 
He there says, '^ We dn the bontriujr i^tty that 
** the Scripturei arfe a ctmpiete Ruk of f^th, and 
^^ tiiat the whole Chriiiiadn Reli^^ i^ cbntained in 
" them, and no where else. Abd, alUio\sgh M* 
^ tHoke ^eat use of IVdMtion, espiecially that, which 
''is most ancient and neiu-est to t]»s /sbotce, M 
^ a clear understanding of the Scriptures, yet as to 
** matters of Faith y we r^ect all oral Tradition, a^ 
/''.an ihcompeti^nl mton of conveying down Doctrbiis 
" to us, and we refuse to receive any Doctrine, thiit 
" is not either expressly contained in Scripture, or 
"cleirly pi*oved ftem it*'/' But, if itipprmmg 
the distinction, which & here made betvi^en the 
Traditio Aerme;2^t^i^*c^, and theTraditio dogmaticd, 
men argue, as if fHe admission of the one impliefl 
the adnlission oif the other, they nfiay argue to an 
agreement between fhe Churches of England and 
'Rome. But cVen iTien their argument is incon- 
clusive. For when the Church of Rome employii 
Traditioti for the inteipretation of Scripture, it 
Employs it as something, which has ^ sdnie 
authority with Scripture, and consequently as an 
authority, from which it has not the power to 
depart But when the Church of England receives 
interpretations, which have been handed down from 
the early ages of Christianity, it receives them at 

^ See Doederlein:inHHutio Thsdegi CMMmj, lon.L(i. 
181— 187- 

»' Page 72. ed. 1699. fol, 
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fts ^m^ ^cretiont apd not as a matter ofobUgatiatk 
/^t considers tbem as conveying merely the Gpifiion$ 
0^ the Cmmentafors th^melves^ in, regard to the 
ii^ns^ cif the passages explained ; and not as trans- 
mitting any thif^ Svine or (gmtolical. The inter- 
pretations^ ivhich have received the sanction of 
imiiqmtyf are so far indeed entitled to onr respect. 
But we ifeity^ that the interpretations even of the 
mo^t ancient ]^thers afford a criterion^ by which 
the interpretations of our Church are to be tried. 
Jn^eed no one, who was acquainted with the fancifbl 
interpretations .of Justin Martyr, the forced inter- 
pretations of Irenaeus, or the allegorical interpre- 
tations of Origen, would conclude, that interpre- 
tations were necessarily to be recommended, be^ 
caiise they originated in the second and third cen^ 
turies. 

There is only one more instance, of which it 
lean be necessary to take any notice ; and that is th^ 
strange comparison of the English Liturgy with 
fipnfish Tradition, If pur Liturgy be compared 
with awf thing belonging to the Church of Rome, 
it must be compared with the Roman Missal^ from 
which it was partly derived. But with Tradition, 
in whatever sense tl^e term be tftken, it has no 
j(i|:jnjlarity wt^atever. It is true, that our Liturgy 
and the Articles form a kind of Regula JFiM, when 
this term is used to denote Summary of Doctrines^ 
txT Formulary of Faith; in which sense the term 
is qse4 by the most ancient writers of the Latin 
Church *^ But when this term is applied by the 

^ fleguh Fidel ia then synonymous with Svmma Fideu 

,Ii§nc« 
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modem Romanists to Tradition^ it is applied in 
a totally different sense**. For it then denotes not 
merely a Rule, by which the Doctrines of one 
Church are distinguished from those ojf another, 
and which are founded solely on Scripture^ but 

Hosee TerhtOian appliesit to a Summary, or Formulary of Faith, 

which poptains nearly the same Articles, as are contained lit the 

Formulary, called the Apostles' Creed. In this treatise De 

prctscripHone Htgreticorum^ cap* 13, TertuUian describes it in 

tiie following words, *' Regula est autem Fidei, ut jam hmc quid 

^ de&ndamus profiteamur, ilia scilicet qu& creditur ; Unum 

><* omninp Deilin esse, nee alium pnetet mundi conditorem, qui 

<< universa de pibilo produxerit^ per Verfoum siium primo om* 

M nlumidemissum; Id Verbum 61ium ejus appdlatum, in nomine 

" Dei varie visum a Patriarchis, in Prophetis semper auditum, 

*' postremo delatum, exspiritu Patris Deiet virtute, iavirginem 

^* Mariam, camem factum in utero ejus, et ex eft natum egisse 

** Jesum Christum : exinde prsedioasse novam legem, et novam 

^< promissionem regni co^lorum ; virtutes fecisse ; fixum cruci ; 

** tertia di^ resurrexiss^ ; in colos ereptum sedisse ad dexteram 

** Patris; misisuse yicariam vim Spiritus Sancti, qui credentes 

^'agat; venturum cum claritate, ad sumendos sanc^ in vitas 

^* aeterhsB et promissorum coelestium fructum, et ad profanes 

** adjudicandos igni perpetuo, &pt& utriusque partis resuscisa- 

«< tione, ciim carnis restitcttioq?**' Tffi^uini Op* p. 9S6. etl 

Rigakii. We pee th^Q, that Tertullian ^ives the title o£Regula 

Fidel to the Articles of Faiths which were then received by the 

Latin Church ; and which containi)d nothing in addUion to the 

Articles founded on Scripture* It is true, that Tertullian ob* 

jected to the perversions, which the Heretics at that time made 

of Scripturet But )ns aam appeals were so frequent, that the 

Jndejf Scriptutar^m s^crarum^ vt ciianiwr a TertuUianOf occupies 

in the edition of Rigaltius, forty-nine folip pages. 

^ Hence the celebrated Lutheran Divine^ Dr. John Gerhardy 
who was prof^ispr of Divinity at Jena, about sixty years after 
Luther's death, si^s^ ^' liequirit S^pletonus ^egulam fjd^i^ 
<' Requirimus eandem et nos ; sed s^mu plane diverso ; ^tiota /*i« 
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a Rule by which the very truth of Doctrines is 
supposed to be established, and established inde- 
penieMly of Scripture. Wlien we appeal to the 
Liturjgif wad Articles^ we appeal to thetn as a Rule 
to defeermine, what the Doctrines of our * Church 
irealiy are: and we appeal to ScripturCy when we 
intend to provei that those Doctrines are true. But 
when a Romanist appeals to Tradition as a Rule of 
Faith, he appeals to it in j^r^of the Doctrines, 
which he learns from Tradition ; he receives them on 
its wle authority^ which he considers as equal, in 
all respects to the authority of Scripture. The 
latter he calls the Written Word of God ; the for- 
mer he calls the Unwritten Word of God; and 
consequently receives them pari pietatis afiectu ac 
reverenti&*^ But it b still objected, that, if we 
accompany the Bible with our Liturgy and Articles, 
we tacitly at least acknowledge the insufficiency of 
Scripture* We thereby admit (say our adver- 
saries) as well as the Church of Rome, that ** true 
religion cannot be found by the Bibic alone** How 
then, I would ask, did our Reformers find it? It 
could not have been by the aid of the Liturgy and 
Articles; for the Liturgy and Articlesi were the 

*^ See the second section of Chap. n« See also the seeoaj 
section of Cliap. Ill, where the Doctruies were described, which 
are founded solely on Tradition* Indeed the most distinguished 
lonong the Romfah writers themselves, though they seem un« 
willing to teparai^ the Articles of Faith, which are founded on 
Scripture, f^om those which are »s^ founded on Scripture, ac* 
knowledge that many Articles of the latter ki^d are i^dmkted by^ 
the Church of Rome* Thus says Bellaraiine, << Quod autem 
*^ muUa sini credenda^ quse non sunt in ScripturiSf supra copioso 
« ostendimus.'* De Vtrho Dtif LH* IF^cap. 12, 
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refti// of their researches in t^ie Holy Scqpture. Y^%. 
tfiey S4 find it, and fipd it moreover at a tii^e wheii. 
the Church of Rome ha^ Imt it. And ^he ref^s^vi^ 
why they found it, was that they discard^JTroiJi^io^ 
as a Ki|le of Faith^ and interpreted Scripture hy thie* 
^d, of reason and learning. If the Romc^nist objects^, 
that our Reformers did not find true iieli^on^ h^ 
objection is /oreign to the purpose. For 4q th^ 
argument which is ncnv before us^ we are cqncepiio^ 
only with the principks,, oh which the reseacdies of 
qqr Reformers were conducted^. Should it be. ipr^er 
objected, that if our Reformers foui^d true religipn 
in tlie Bibl^ alone, yet in our present endeavours to 
find it we employ the Liturgy and Articles^^ I would 
answer, in the first place, that there is no nec^t^ 
for our finding again, what has been found already^ 
In the second place I would answer, that though 
4here is no need of finding what has been found 
already^ it is quite consistent with the principles iA 
our Chnrcb, that they, whose literary aUainments 
qualify them for the undertaking, should compare 
those Articles of faitlj with the source, firomi which 
they were drawn, and see, that they are Justly 
derived from Scripture. Thirdly, J would answer, 
that it is perfectly consistent botli with the prin- 
ciples and the practice of our Reformers, y^ho provided 
us with the Wturgy and Articles, to accompany the 
Bible with them, not as authorities for the proof of 
its Poptnnes, but ^s usdul and important E:^ 
positiom of it ; as Expositions, which may serve to 
guard the illiterate and qnwary reader, who has 
. a Bible without note or comment^ from being 
seduced by those ignoraqti « and self-sufficient 
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^pmnden of Scripture, with which the countoy mrw 

ilwanBB, But whether tke^e, or any of Aer Ex^ 

podlionis of Scripture be employed by the Church 

of Engknd, they have no resemblance whatever tQ 

the Expositions, which the Church of JEUime derivei 

froin its Tradition. la vaiii llierefore do our 

aiiverdaffiai apply this appellation to the Liturgy and 

Articles of our Church. In vain do they pretend, 

that unless the Bible is left to be its awn interv 

preter, or unless the Bible be read .without note or 

comment, there is a departure from Protestantism, 

and an approximation to the Church of Rome. That 

*the Bible can be understood without comments and 

other helps, is an assertion, which none but ^fanatic 

would make. But if the meansj which are employed 

to discover the sense of Scripture, have no resem* 

blance in themsetoesy we cannot create a resemblance 

by the mere imposition of a name. If a name^ 

without regard to its meanings were permitted to 

decide, we could as easily prove, that the Romish 

Church was a Jewish Church, as the Romanists can 

prove, that our Church is a Romish Church. For 

the Jewsy acknowledge the authority of Tradition^ 

as well as the authority oi Scripture^'' ^ 

*' The confusion, which has lately taken place on the subjipcts 
of Scripture and Traditioii, may be chiefly ascribed to the 
want oi clear definitions: for no man can wri^ perspicuously oq 
a subject, unless he has perspicuously defined i|;. When Bellar* 
mine defines Scripture and Tradition by calling the former 
Verbum Dei Scriptuniy and by calling the latter Verbum Dei non 
Scriptumf he shews that he Atm^^^ understands the subject, and 
he makes it understood by his readers. But neither an author, 
|ior his readers, will receive much light froip arguments about 

Tiraditipn, 
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Ttadilamii if no better dennition be given of it, than that, which 
IB given by Mr. Gaiidoliihy at p. S» of hiB secmid Letter^ namely, 
** the Word onwritten in the Scriptures." Whoever sets out with 
such a definidon, as thim will not only be in the dark, as to 
what he himself intends to prove, but, having to do with a tem^. 
which is applicable to an infinity of subjects, must (for the very 
freason, that the conaezian between the term and the reat 
aubject of inquiry is not distinctly marked) oonneet it' w^ 
BubjectSi which VP^Jbr^ign to llie inquiry. No author, whiitheft 
Romanist, or Protestant^ should write about Scripture and Tr%« 
ditioni till he has studied the WQrks of JJflbrmiW^ 
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CHAP. VIII. 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE CHURCHES OF EN6U 
LAND AND ROME IN THE EXERCISE OF CHURCH- 

AVTHORITY. ^THE OBJECTIONS TO THE FIRST 

SENTENCE OF OUR TWENTIETH ARTICLE STATED, 
AND EXAKINED; ESPECIALLY IN REFERENClSTO 
THE RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT IN MAITBRS 
OF FAITH. ^PROOF, THAT THE CHURCH OF ENG- 
LAND CARRIES rrs AUTHORITY NO FURTHER, 
THAN IS ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY FOR IpS OWN 
PRESERVATION; AND MOREOVER, THAT THIS AU^p 
THORITY IS EXERCISED ON THE SAME PRIN- 
CIPLE, AND CARRIED ONLY TO THE SAME EX- 
TENT, AS BY PROTESTANTS IN GENERAL, THfi 
PISSENTERS THEBfSELVES NOT EXCEPTED^ 



X HE subjects of Scripture and Tradition, having 
been fully examined in regard both to causes and 
consequenceSi we are now led to an inquiry of no 
less moment, than any of the preceding, especially 
when considered in its j^r^/ica/ application, namely, 
the exercise of Church^utharity. That the Churches 
of Ei^and and Rome are materially different also oil 
thut subject is a proposition, which may appear more 
difficult to be established, than their difference in 
Scripture and Tradition, in Doctrines and Cere« 
monies. Ipdeed the exercise of Church-authority 
js a sul>ject, on which our adversaries have mor« 
f losely pressed US| than on an^ othen 



It has been frequently repeated^ and is repeated 
to this very day, that, while the Church of Rome 
on the one hand, and Protestant Dissenters on the 
other, are true to thfi principles, wh(c)i they profess 
on the subject of spiritual jurisdiction, the Church of 
England, placed as it were in the middle between 
the two parties, preserves the consistency of neither. 
When the Church of Rome exerts authority over 
the conscience pf man, and requires implicit obe*> 
flience to its decisions in 9ic^tters of fiiitb, it3 prin- 
ciples and its practice are consistent For it does 
not even pretend to allow tiie right of prhate judg- 
ment in religious concerns. On the other hand 
tt is said, the Protestant Dhsenters, true to the 
principles, which induced our ancestors to s^arate 
from t^ie Church of Rome, not only contend^ that 
all men hf^ve a right to exercise their o^n jiidgm^nt 
in controversies of faitli, but exemplify also the 
maxim by their general *|^ractice. The Church of 
England ahne therefore is charged with incon* 
sisteocy. It is charged with professing indeed the 
Christian liberty restored by the Reformation, but 
^th practising the spiritual tyranny exercised by 
tile Church of Rome. Our twentieth Article is said 
to be decisifve on this subject In vain (say our 
ndversaries) do the ministers of the estaUished 
Cbarch acknowledge the Pnotestant principle that 
ki t)|e. momentous ccmcerns of friture happiness or 
Diia^, it IS the inalienable right of man. to think 
and determine £9r himselfl Our twentieth .Article, 
A^y say, condemns us : for ^lat Artide declares, 
that the C^rcA bath authority fn controversies ^en 
Qf faith. 
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Now, ds no advantage is derived from the mere 
wamn of an argument, lett us meet it at once in 
its whol^ strength. For this purpose I will state 
tile argument \ti all its bearings, and display it in 
all die finrce, which it tan possibly receive. 

Our sixth Article declares, in reference to Holy 
Scripture, that '* whatsoever is not read therein, nor 
<^ may be proved thereby, is liot to be required of 
^' any man, that it should be believed, as an Article 
^ of the Faith.'* And the twenty-first Article, 
which relates to General Councils, declares in like 
manner, that ^^ things ordained by them as necessary 
^^ to salvation, have neither strength nor authority, 
^^ wdess it may be deduced, that they be taken out 
'^ of Holy Scripture." llSsalhwed^ttdoxey that; 
as &r as thwry goes on this subject, the Church 
of England agrees with Protestants in general, in 
acknowledging Scripture as the sole fountain of faith; 
whereas the Church of Rome derives its ddiftrines 
from JVadkion^ as well, as from Scripture. So fair 
then we are exposed to no difficulty. But the 
objections commence, when the propositions, de- 
liveired in the above-quoted Articles, are reduced to 
practice. For in the application of those pro- 
positions a contr&oersy may arise on the question, 
whether a Doctrine, Said to be contained in Holy 
Scripture, really is contained in Holy Scripture. 
Men may Affer in opinion, with respect to par- 
ticular doctrines, whether tiiey can be proved by 
Holy Scripture, or whether they can not. They 
may be at isme^ on the question, whether it can be 
declared of any given doctrine, that such doctrine is 
taken out of IJoly Scripture. Now such controversies 
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of fiaith murt either remain undecidedi or there 
must be some judge of coatroveny, to detefmime 
the dispute. On this subject says our tmeviie^h 
Article, "The Church hath-— authority in can* 
troversies of faith?*' — /f^Aere then (exclaim our ad- 
versaries) is the difference between the Churches of 
England and Rome in the exercise of Church^ 
Authority f Does not the former, as well as the 
latteri exalt itself to the proud pre*emineiice ;of 
Sctating in matters of faith? Isnpl; therefore this 
rightof private judgment invaded in thei«ie Churchy 
as much as in the other ? And is it consistent with . 
genuine Protestantism, which has professed to restore 
tile right of private judgment, and which never could 
have reared its head, without the exercise of that 
right, — is it consistent (say our adversaries) thuis to 
imitate the Church of Rome, and lay claim in our 
turn to the exercise of the same authority ? 

T(^ this formidable objection, on which our ad« 
versaries delight to dwell, the friends of the Esta* 
blbhed Church, have on various occasions attempted 
a reply. But many, if not moat of those replies, 
have been rather evasions of the argument, than 
confutations of it Sometimes it has been said, that 
the first clause of the twentieth Article, wluch gives 
authority to the Church, in controversies even of 
faithy is not an onginal part of the Article ; or, iii 
other words, that it was not contained in the original 
manuscript, signed by the Convocation, from which 
we received our Articles. Now this question can 
never be decided, as the original manuscript was 
destroyed in the great fire of London. Nor would 
it avail in the present case^ if the (j^uestioo couid 
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be decided. For even if it could be /^roi;^^, that the 
original manuscript did not contain the chmse in 
question, it would still be an indisputable truth, 
that the clause occupied a place in the twentieth 
Article, when our religion was established by Im^ 
and the Act of Uniformity declared, that an assent 
to the Liturgy and Articles was a condition of hold* 
iag an office in the Church \ We must be able 
therefore to vindicate that clause ; or we shall be 
unable to vindicate the religion by law estabUshed. 
We 3hall be unable to vindicate the Articles accord- 
mg to that form, under which we have all sub» 
scribed to them. 

So difficult however has the vindication appeared, 
that several writers, who have made the twentieth 
Article a subject of comparison vviih, the principles 
maintained by the Church of Rome, have left the 
dause in question wholly unnoticed. But, instead 
of suppressing this clause, we ought fairly to com^ 
pare it with the corresponding declaration, made 
by the Church of Rome on the same subject Now 
the ^econ</ Decree, which passed at the fourth 
Session of the Council of Trent, has a clause, which 
corresponds to the clause in question. This Decree 
rdates to the interpretation oi the sacred writings ; 
and, according to this Decree, the Church hath 
i^uthority, when the sense of Scripture is disputed, 
to determine the true sense (Judicare de vero 
sensu\) The two Churches therefore so idx agree 

' Sabscription to the Artides is required m Sect. 19. of the 
Act of Uniformity passed in the fourteenth of Charles II. 
* Pr»tereai ad coercenda petulantia ingeiiia, decernit ut 

oemo 
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on the subject of Churcb-aMthorityy that each of 
them claims the power of deddbg ia controversies 
xA fdtk. Nor is even the $ecmd clause of the 
twentieth Article at variance with the prmdpk^ of 
the Church of Rome*. For it is a principle with thai 
Churcfb, as well as with the Cbur«b of Eoglatadi; 
that " it is not lawful fyr the Church to ordtun tony 
thing that is contrary to God's Word written f aod 
this principle is unequivocally maidtaiued by the 
]ioiiiish writers thfimselves '• Tbftt the prmttke 
of that Cluircb dpea mt always a^ree iritb tb« 
princtpks, which it thus professes^ ni$y be readily 
granted : and our twentieth Article vety properly 
protests against sucb practice. But, when we are 
considering the pmdp^4 on which Churcb-atttbority 
is founded, we must not compare the princifdes of 
one Church with the practice of another. We 
luust distinguish between a principle, which is 
right in itself, though wrou^y applied, and a prin« 
ciple^ which is \yroiig from the very beginning* 
Nor will the drcumstance, that the Church of Borne 
has two foundations of faithv ^hile the Church of 
England builds on Scripture atom, 9&ict the ques* 
tion of ChviTch-authoritif. For we are at present 
concerned, not with the materially on which the 

nemo suae prudentis innixus, in rehusjldei et morum^ ad edifica- 
tionemdoctrinae Chmtianie pertinentium, sacram Scripturam ad 
ftuos sensus coatorquens, contra eum senmim, quern tenuit eC 
tenet laaota mater Eoden^ ciijus eeXjudkare di vera seruu, 4v« 

P. XXI. 

> BeHarmine hitaadf aayi, ** Stiri^tara, quia est rflegula, inde 
faabet, ut quicquid coatinet sit neoessarlo verum et credendumf et 
quicquid ei rqmgnati sit n^emMxioJalmm it r^pudtandwiL ' De 
Verbp Dei, Lib. IV. cap. 1%. 
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duthority is emplayedi bat with the auUiority iV^c^ 
eoBsider^d as a judge of centrwersy. 

Another attempt to solre the difficulty attending 
fh» first clause of the twentieth Article baa been 
HMde, by ^ving to the term ' authority/ as it is 
tben& used, a senset, which virtually destroys its 
#hol^ effect It has been represented, not as aa 
ab&oiutey but only Us a kind of relative authority; 
to something, not pomtwely bindings but as some- 
tiling entitled to our respecty in consideration of the 
deference, due fotbe wisdom of our Reformers. Bishop 
Burnet himself, perplexed with the word * authority/ 
#hen applied to the Church of England^ has taken 
fefuge in this lax interpretation. He says, in his 
exposition of the twentieth Article, that ''a dis« 
•* tinction is to be made between an authority, that is 
^^ absolutej and founded on iT^allibility ; and an 
^* authority of order. ^ But tstt authorky Wfay be 
absokitey though not infaUibk. The Parliament of 
Grtet Britain does not aspire to the infallibilityv 
which the Church of Rome ascribes to a General 
Council: yet no one will pretend, that an Act .of 
Parliament is not absolutely binding on all the 
subjects of this realm. With respect to the " author 
rity of crd&r^' as it is caUed by Bishdp ^ume^ b^ 
itays that ^' when such definition^ (namely as Articles 
^^ of Religion) are made by the body of the Pastori 
^ of any Church, aU persons widiin that Church do 
** owe great respect to their decision-** Now, if fliey 
&wei nothing W/^e than respect^ and were therefore 
iA liberty to obey or disobey, the authority of th« 
Church would be an authority only in node. 

But whatever authority be clafaMd for A« 
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decisions of the Church, it is still objected, that 
those decisions, which are nothing more, than the 
decisions of its rulers^ must yield to the decisions of 
God himself in holy. Scripture. The Bible, and the 
Bible only, is the religion of the, Protestant! Now 
this position, though perfectly true in itself has no 
more connexion with the case before us, than it has 
,with some other cases, to which it has been lately 
applied. It is in fact absurd^ to draw. a parallel 
between the authority of Scripture^ and the autho* 
rity of the Church : for they are things, which are 
teally incapable of comparison. With men who 
acknowledge Scripture as a Rule of Faith, which i» 
done by Christians of every denomination, it never 
was, and it never can be a question, whether the 
sense of Scripture shall yield to the sense of the 
Church. But then we must know the sense of 
' Scripture, or we cannot say how it decides. And 
this is the very point, to which the twentieth Article 
irelates. That Article presupposes a controversy on 
$he sense of Scripture. The question therefore woar 
befofe us is simply this. When the sense of Scrip* 
ture is disptUed; when some men explain it one 
way^ and others explain it another way ; where are we 
to look for the authority, which shall determine 
this controversy of faith ? In the Church, saith our 
twentieth Article. And that this authority is not 
a mere authority of deference and respect, but an 
authority o( positive obligation, appears from the 
yery exercise of that authority. For, if a minister 
of the established Church impugns the Liturgy and 
Articles, he is amenable to the ecclesiastical courts 
fuid liable^ aot only to be suspended, ]j\ii altogether 
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deprived of bis ecclesiastical preferments. And this 
very exercise of Church-authority is recognised by 
the law of the land, as well as by the canons eccle- 
siastical. 

II. 

How then, it maybe asked, is the Churdh of 
England to be vindicated, in the end, from the 
charge of acting like the Church of Rome in the 
exercise of its authority f How can it be rescued 
from the charge of trenching on the right oi* private 
judgment, which is the glory and the pride of 
Protestants? 

Arduous as the task may seem, it is still a task 
to be performed. And the Church of England will 
be sufficiently vindicated if we can establish the 
three following propositions. 

First, that the Church of England carries its 
authority no further, than is absolutely necessary 
for its awn preser'vation. 

Secondly, that Protestants in general j the Dis- 
senters themselves not excepted, exercise their 
spiritual authority on the same principle, and carry 
it to the very same extent^ as the Church of 
England. 

Thirdly, that the Church of Rome not only 
carries its authority yj/rMer than is necessary for 
]t$ own preservation, but that its authority is 
exercised in such a manner, as to extinguish the 
right of private judgment in its otvn members, and 
to trample on the rights of all other Churches. 

In the first place then let us endeavour to shew^ 
that the Church of England carries its authority no 
further, than is absolutely necessary for its own 
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preserT^atioii ^. When the twentieth Article give& 
authority to the Church in eontroversiea of Ikiith, i^ 
gives it ao more authofity, thaa such, aft is possessed 
by every dvil Society in controversies of civil import. 
When doubts arise about the tnecfning of a human 
If^w Ciridiatut^ there! must in wen/isULte be some 
iHitbqrity to determne its meanings or Ui9 operation; 
al the law will be sus^nded. la this counU'y the: 
i|ulhonity of interpreting the law is confided to the 
twelve J^udj^^ who are necessarily supposed from 
their knawl^dg^and experience to be best acqmuinted 
.with its meaning. And the decision of such, 
i^ijtl^irised interpreters is effectually bindh^ upon 
tiiose^ who are subject to the law ox statute itself, 
^as it is still the law or statute, from which the. 
force of the obligation is derived.: the intervention 
o^ th/9 authorised interpretation h^vin^ no other 
object, than to determine, when the meaning of tb<r 
law isdisputedy what its meaning really ^'& Nowt 
a^i ^^ act in concerns of the, State^ we act also in 
epncerns of the Church. As the former determines . 
in reference to the law of nmn^ the latter deterroides 
in reference to the law of God* For the ductrituUi 
Articles of our Church are so many interpretationa 
of Scripture^ received from the Convocation, Wihich 
framed and signed the Articles. At the time, oi 
the Keformation the sensi^ of Scripture, in; regard toi 
various Doctrines^ was disputed. The Convocation 
therefore which i^ our highest judicial aujthorit?^ in 
spiritual concerns, as the Judges are the highest 
judicial authority ip temporal ooncenia, assembled 
and determined, in the name of the Church; which 
if. represented, what the sense of Scripture^ in.regaril 
* See the Appendix, Note A. 
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td 'tii6 disputed points, really zoae\ The Protesr 
tants of Germany acted in the. same manner, with 
respect to the Confession of Augsburgh : the Pro* 
testants of Switzerland acted in the same manner 
with respect to the Helvetic Confession : the Pro- 
testants of Holland acted in the same manner witk 
respect to the Confession of Dordrecht ; and so most 
011 Churches act without exception. 

Bat is there no difference (if will be said) be« 
tween the interpretation of a human law, and the 
interpretation of a divine law? If in the former 
case we are bound to submit to the interpretation^ 
whether we approve of it, or not, we are, at th* 
very worst, exposed only to a partial and temporary 
evil. But the concerns of religion. ape the concern^ 

♦ The judicial power of the Convocation, thus exercised iii' • 
the interpretation of Scripture, and in the framing of Article 
Jbukded on such interpretation, is quite distinct from the authori* 
ty, which was exercised by Queen Elizabefth m the Ratification ot 
the Articles. ** We give not to our Princes the ininistering either 
of God's Word or of the Sacraments:" but we acknowledge, that 
to the King'« Majesty, «Hhe chief government of all estates of this 
'* Realm, whether they be ecclesiastictil or civil, in all caused doth 
•* appertain/' See Art xxxvii. When the Convocation there^ 
fore had composed the thirty-nine Articles, as Articles, ^* agree* 
" able to the Word of God" (Can. 36.), it was still necessary to 
obtain the royal aasent, before they could be ** kolden and executed 
** fDUkin the realm.** See the Ratification annexed to the Articles. 
And this Ratification is again a tot^Iy distinct authority from thd 
Act or Acts of the Legislature, by which the Religion, described 
in our Liturgy and Articles, became the Religion hf lato esta-* 
kUshed. The acts of this description were chiefly the Apt of 
IS Elis. Cap. 12. compared with those of Eliz. Cap. 1,2; and 
the Act df 14* Car. 11. cap. 4. On the respective provinces of the 
Convocation and the Parliament, in regard to the established re<» 
Kgion, moire will be said in a subsequent Note, 
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oietermty. Shall any man therefore be hound to 
accept an interpretation of Scripture, imposed on 
him by the will oi another^ if on mature deliberation 
he himself is convinced, that such interpretation is 
false ? Undoubtedly he is not bound : nor does our 
Church impose the obligation. In this country, 
allegiance to the Church is not like allegiance to the 
State : we may withdraw ourselves from Xheformery 
though we cannot withdraw ourselves from the latter. 
And here lies the solution of the whole difficulty. 
If our conscience will not allow us to comply with 
those terms, which are offered by the established 
Church, we may withdraw from its communion, 
and profess Christianity under any form, which we 
may ihitik proper to adopt. We may become Metho-» 
dists, or Moravians, or Baptists, or Presbyterians, 
or Independents, or Quakers, or Swedenborgians, 
&c, &c, and still exercise our religion under the' 
equal protection of i\\e law. Nay, if any man prefers 
the theological Lectures, which have been ham- 
mered on the anvil, or stitched at the stall, to the 
theological Lectures even of a Divinity Professor, 
he may indulge himself in the preference, without 
fear of impeachment, either for his taste or for bis 
judgment 

But if men choose to continue miRmbers of the 
established Church, they must conform to its regu- 
lations ; as they must also to the regulations of any 
oMer Society, for which they may think proper to 
exchange it. For no Society xchateoer can long 
subsist, unless rules are prescribed for the conduct of 
its members, and an assent to those rules is made 
& QQixAKion of communion mXYx that Society. Now 
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tibe rules of a religious Society cannot be confined 
to mere ceremonies : they must necessarily embrace 
also articles oifaithy or the religion ojf that Society 
will • be an empty parade. It is therefore im- 
possible, to hold any religious Society in the bond 
of peace and union, unless the Society, in the first 
place, establishes somtfonmclary of faithy wiidunless, 
in the second place, it makes an assent to that for- 
mulary a condition of communion with it. The 
Society must further have the power of removing 
those members, who after having ^c/flfrerf their assent, 
yet act in opposition to the terms : for no Society 
can maintain itself, whether civil or religious, if it 
keeps within its bosom the very persons, who are 
plotting its destruction. And if the queers of the 
Society violate the terms of admission, it is especially 
necessary to enforce the rules in their case, because 
in the same proportion, as they contribute to the 
stability of the Society, when they act agreeably to 
the terms of communion, in the same propoition 
do they contribute to the destruction of the Society, 
if they Bct in opposition to them. When the Church 
of England therefore exercises the power of removing 
those ministers, who violate the terms, on which they 
were admitted to the sacred office, it carries its 
authority no further, than is absolutely necessary for 
its own preservation. 

That spiritual authority is carried to the same 
extent by all other Protestant Societies, is known 
to everyone, who is acquainted with their trans- 
actions. The ministers of Protestant Dissenters^ no 
less than the Ministers of Protestant Churchmen, 
are liable (as we have seen in repeated instances) tgf 
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be removed from their office, if they tUkte this 
conditioos, on which tiie office was conferred. It 
matters not, in thU respect, whether we form aingte 
^nd independent congre^tions, or whether manjf 
congregations are united in me Soi^ty, and i^ 
of them subjected to the same authority* The 
authority, by which ministers are removed fef 
$ non-compliance With the term^ of qdmissi^a, is in 
either case exercised on the same princ^k. Nor oan 
this principle be affected by the question^ whetiMT 
the authority which is exercised, is tbe aiithority of 
un established Church, or the authority of a reit^oof 
Society, which is pnly protected by the slate* ^ I* 
is true, that the state iV^e^ provides for tbe minktert 
of the former ; while the miciisters of the latter are 
left to be supported at the discretion of their reepec^ 
tive congregations. But whatever be the source^ 
from which tbe incomes of the Clergy are de^ 
i;ived, whether they be derived from wluniary con- 
tributions, or from contributions enfoi-ced by the 
law of the land, this difference affects not the 
principle^ on which the authority over those funds 
is exercised. Nor will the principle be affected by 
the further consideration, that an established Church 
acts in cc^^cer^. with the. State, It is an unfounded^ 
and a highly u^st assertion, tbat reii^n is thus 
made a tool of politics. For the authority, exercised 
in controversies of Fcdth, is exercised solely by the 
goveraor^ of the Church. And this ^wificfVi/ author 
rity is as m\]ch independent of the legi^ive autho* 
rity, by which our religion w^4 estabUshed^ as the 
judicial aniiority in the cw^xts^ oi common law is 
independent of the le^latur^ which establishes ttie 
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law* £at if the legislative and judicial powers are 
indepemkrUj the latter cannot be considered as 
PAbs^roi^nt to the former K The authority tiierefore^ 

' The analogy, ^hich the judicial aoAority of the €%flirc& 
, hmnmUkuwatAry to the judicU mthonty cf die SMfi, holds 
good In ibeir ^Efibtenl w»iatiOiw> Botli4iflliem araemplefedia 
• ItM^U capaeiij^ tfaeya>e^eMpioy6A«flitrMi wltiyf i ri iyAt 
lair»4>rln iiiAiifii»«fMiigr tbe tew. In all tlangs rtteting. to Iha 
iMiq^iseMitm of liie tew» tbe pandlel lies betirfen Ibe Gobmk 
taiion^ and an Atmernkdy ef the totehe Jndi^ea. Tbe ItoiM^ 
■(ieete to Inieiygtiaiehtfy^fgorf^ die tetter nwMla to ins 
|b» tew of man. la dl thingii raisiittg; to the adm»Uiratimx£ 
Ibe tew Ae paralMlieBliaeweeB Ibe aodkdas^joe^Deiirta and tbe 
Iw w j N ia /eoiMPta. As dk« tetter tfilmaiiter the temr in ovt/ con* 
eenis^ to^tbefonnev wMiiM^er tbetewin eentroverries, aet en^ 
•f dhcipline, but also oiJbUh. Wben die authodiy ef tbe 
€%ufch igexeroi8edondief»tMppr0ta^»m«f die idiivteetew^i^ 
avtberi^ neither ii, imrctin te^c cpfiite d to any bat tbe Om^ggf^ 
Alt the cdbimii/»Te<lwit pf tew in di^.ecdeaiast&eal ooiioli^ ts£»» 
fuendy (and indeed oteayria the Asf^cooiita) caonfided tiO:k^. 
men. Now the exctccise gf Cbardb^autbonky by %fiieii canneA 
fomSbly be tonftnied into an^extenaten mf ^iniimd power*-— 
Fpirdier, if we eooBtidei our religioD in rtfarenee to it^ eHablish^ 
mma;, tbe aaategy bebte goo4 again* Themcmfoere of die Con* 
▼ocatiea, wiucb Earned tbe tbirty«nte«i Autietea, wemooneenied 
wnly with die qoettion ; Wh^fixnvof ChfltisdMity was moat con* 
tonantwidi Scripture f .Their aole qbfecfew^ to distingiitdi true . 
religion froinj%faeTel^o% andtoatate wlut dieyfaelieTed to be 
die true rciigion in the form of Ariichs of Beiigion* ifint it waa 
not in tbe power of the Convocadon to aimUisk. tbencligion de^ 
fined by die Libwgy and Ardcjea. The eitaUtfAmea^ of a rew 
bgion consiate in a pnovisioa being made fiir the viaintenance of 
itB ministers by die kw of tbe land. Where die cixibRibadonsfor" 
the Clergy are nief« Wiiittory ^ontribnttons^ thereis vo-eskMuk* 
m&tt. But it is only die tew. of the tend, wfaicfaican enforce the 
payment, eidier of civil or of ecdeiiaadcal contnbudona. Tbe 
truth of a religion ther^re»^d tbe esUHkhmet^ ef a rriigion 
ire two totally distinct things. The Convocati<Ki was concerned 

widi 
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which the Church of England exercises in con- 
troversies of faith, is exercised on the same principle^ 
and carried only to the same extent, as it is by the 
Protestant Dissenters themselves. 

with the^former^ and with the former alone. The Parliament wu 
concerned with the lattetf and thelattero/one. As the Convocation 
was competent to decide. on the truth of our religion, but had no 
l^wer to give it a civil estahlishmentf the Parliament had the 
power of giving it a iAwii establishment, though the province of 
Parliament did not extend to a determination of^its truth. But 
even the supreme civU authority in a state cannot always estahikh 
a religion, however true that religion may be. If, for instance, 
the great majority of the English nation had, in the. time of 
Queen Elizabeth, still resolved to remain members of the Chivrdi 
of Rams, the statute of the First of Elizat>eth, (by which the be- 
nefices, or public funds assigned for the maintenance of the 
ministers of religion, were transferred from the Clergy, who ac* 
knowledged the Pope to be the head of the Church, to the Cler- 
gy who acknowledged the Queen as such) either would not hava 
been made, or could not have been enforced without danger of aa 
insurrectioB. But it was that statute, which estaUUhed our re« 
Hgion in the time of Queen Elizabeth ; as it was a similar Statute, 
which again established our religion in ^e time of Charles IJ« 
So true is the aissertibn, that the establishment of a religion in any 
country must depend on the opinion, which is entertained of it 
by the great majoritif in that country : where majority denotes^ 
not merely a majority of numbers, but a majority of power and 
influence. Thus in Ireland the majority of power and influenca 
is certainly Protestant, though the majority of nuimber$ is not so. 
At the same time we must consider the established Church ia 
Ireland SiSBn integral part of the United Church ; and, fortu- 
nately for the Protestants in Ireland, the Romanists of the United 
Kingdom are still in the minority, as well of numbers, as of in- 
fluence. — ^Since then the authority, which establishes a religion, 
is quite dbtinct from the authority, which judges of its truth, 
since also the authority, by which ecdesiastical concerns are ad- 
ministered, is again a <&#im;^ authority, the^Wioo/ and the legisla* 
five powers, ii^ all things concerning the established religion, aco 
no less detached from each other; than they are in ciinl concerns. 
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III. 

If indeed the Church of England went beyond 
tlie simple act of removing those, who had violated 
the terms of communion, it would do more than is 
necessary for its own preservation. For the welfare of 
a religious Society, in things relating to Jidthf 
requires nothing more, than that they, who counteract 
it, should be made to withdraw from iL There the 
jurisdiction of every Church, in matters of faith^ 
should cease : and there the jurisdiction of the 
establbhed Church, in matters of faith, does cease. 
In the faith, and worship, of other Societies it does 
not presume to interfere : but recognises, to the 
utmost extent, the right of every man to worship 
God according to his conscience. Nor are even its 
own members compelled to continue members against 
their will ; though of necessity it requires a com- 
pliance with its rules from those, who choose to 
remain in its communion *. It says not with the 
Church of Rome, " You have neither the liberty to 
" forsake the Church, nor to vary from the esta^ 
** blishtd creed*^ No ! The language which the 
Church of England holds is this, " We have pre- 
^' scribed a formulary of faith, which we believe to be 
*' in all respects conformable to the Word of God, 
" as declared in Holy Scripture. Persuaded ourselves, 
^* that our religion is truCy we gladly receive, and 
** cordially embrace, all those, who are willing to 
^^ partake in our faith and worship. But, as our 
^' welfare depends on the observance of our rules, we 
'* eapect such observance from our members in 
^ general, and from our authorised ministers in 

^ See the Appendix, Note B. 
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" particular.'* On the other hand, if at any time 
there should be found among its members a person, 
who, on mature r^ection, thought the creed erro^ 
neouSy which he had once received, the Church of 
England would say, "Though we lament thefevils 
^ of religious dmetmon^ we own the blessings of 
^ religious Kberty. If then you can no longer con- 
^*form to our Cre^d, and the cQntinuance in Our 
**^communion would be a restraint on the exercise 
^* of yodr private judgment, you are at liberty to 
^ exchange xyar Society for one, Which is more con- 
^ genial with your own opinions. We shall neither 
^ throw impediments in the way of your departure; 
^* rior follow you, as an apostate, with pains and pe- 
•^tialties, when you have withdrcewn from our com- 
* munion *.*' 

^ To prevent mistakes on this subject, it is necessary to obn 
serve, that, though the Church of England acknowledges the 
tight of withdrawing from its communion, if men cannot con^^ 
scientiously remain in it, this-does not implj an admissioii, that 
thpre is no. sin in. Schum^ or a sepaiatibn iSrom the established 
Church, in cases where no plea of conscience can be urged. The 
very preamble to the Toleration Act, passed in the first year of 
William III, begins with the words, ** Forasmuch as some ease 
^< to scrupulous consciences in the exercise of religion may be an 
** effectual means to unite their Mijesties' protestant subjects in 
** interest and afibction, i&t." But as no human judgment can 
determine men's motives for separation, the question, whether 
' ihey are urged by conscientious motives, or by motives of a dif« 
ferent description, is properly left to be settled between them- 
selves and their Maker* The liberty therefore to withdraw from 
the established Church is, so far as human authority goes, open in- 
discriminately to aM men. But they who wmtonfy withdraw from 
the established Church must not forget, that they will hereafter be 
amenable to a higher tribunal for the evil consequences of unne* 
Cessary divisions among members, of the same Society. This oh- 

scrvatioa 
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Suppose boweirery tint a mesiber of a reli^ou9 
SxklLy dkc^prtwesy oa tbe one hand, ofitxjbrmui 
tary of faith^ and yety on tine other hao^ io ^tt^ 
ifpiUingi to rdM^ittM a#^ eommurwm. Wbot is tb be 

servatipn particularly applies to those Methodists* who professbg; 
a belief in our Doctrines^ and, not objecting to our ceremonies^ 
yet worship in sepao-atef conventicles, in many of which at this 
presemtlnne ^o sefevice % Conducted' precbely m the same 
iiiS0ner» m iirthe Chwdie* of the eUabUshmtm*— But 1 F0qii«s« 
the readar not to mistyiderstaadmey when I speak of the sin of 
schism. Tl^ere camiot be a< doubt^ that they, who object to the 
doctrine or discipline of the established Church, have a right to 
seceih from Ir; and: moreover, that this right is founded on the 
same principle, as that, hy which liie Chwch of England seceded 
from* tbaChxn^h of Borne. If we say, that we had sabstaatM 
seasons for separadon from the Church of Rom^^ but that Aa 
Dissenters have not equal reason for separating, from us^ we sajf 
what I believe is perfectly true. But then we must not make 
our opinion a rule for the conduct of those who dissent from us. 
For if the Church, from wiiich the separation is mad^ be die 
judffi of its propriet^Tt our owt Be&cmation wiU be condcaonedt 
Since then^ wa judged for (mrsfheSf when we seceded ffom tht 
Church of Rimef we must allow others to judge for ihemsdveSf 
when they secede from the Church of England. Indeed unless 
the persons, whose consciences are concerned in the decision, 
have the privilege of deciding on the question of separation, theif 
eonscknces are subjected, to the wiU of others, and the right of 
[private judgn^ent is destroyed* There is no sin there&re in sepe* 
ration from, an established church, where the4>lea of comdenp/^ 
can be urged. But since in every Society, whether civil or re- 
ligious divisions among its members are always injurious, and may 
be ultimatdy fhtal, ihecuihors of such divisbns areresponsible for 
the consequences, when created mihout necessity^ They are not 
indeed responsible to man, who is unable to penetrate into motives. 
But they are responsible to God', who searches all hearts ^ who 
knows whether the plea of conscience operates or not; and if it 
does not operate, will pum'sh the sin of Schism. For, as, on the 
one hand, no evil arising from the abuse of religious liberty can 

- » "" be 
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done (it may be asked) in such a case. To this ques- 
tion, there is only one answer to be given. As he 
cannot expect, that the formulary of faiths approved 
by the general body, should be surrendei*ed to the 
will of an individual, he must resolve, as long as he 
remains id communion with that Society, to leave 
its formulary of faith unmolested. For, if he is so 
inconsistent, as to continue in communion with it, 
and yet openly act in contrcvomtum of its Imcs^ he 
must expect, that what he ought to have done pre- 
xiously of his own accord, he will be afterwards 
compelled to do by the Society at large. If it be 
further objected, that such compulsory acts are in- 
consistent with the right of private judgment in 
matters of faith, I answer, that whether the act of 
removal be voluntary, or compulsory, he is in either 
case withdrawn from a Society, which, by pro- 
fessinga faith, to which he objects, had served only 
as ^restraint on his private judgment. In either case 
therefore he obtains the full enjoyment of the righl^ 
about which he had previously complained. 

Lastly, it may be objected, that, as the authority 
of our Church in controversies oifaith^ is now exer- 
cised chiefly, if not solely, on tlie Clergy of the 
establishment, the exercise of that authority will 
affect, not only their persons, but their ecclesiastical 
property. And is it consistent (it may be urged) 
with those principles, on which a religious Society 

be compared with the evil of a preventative, which enslaves the 
conscience, so, on the other hand, when the plea of conscience 
does not operate, there is no inconvenience, which an individual 
can sustain from continued communion with an established 
Church, to be compared with the evils arising from secession ^* 

* See the Appendix* Note C. 
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6faould be governed to punish a mm for his opihiona 
by the confiscation of his property f Has it not be«i 
already admitted, that the welfare of a' reHgious 
Society, in matters of faith, requires nothmjg more> 
than that the persons, who counteract it, should be 
made to witMrmo from it? Now, if the Church 
could confiscate private property, as a punishment 
for kerisy, it would have a power, which no tribunal 
on earth, whether ecclesiastical or civil, should be 
allowed to possess. It would be a power, of the 
very same detestable kind, as that, which. the In* 
quisition employs on ihe persmt of a heretic. But the 
emoluments of office are inseparable from the office 
itself. And those emoluments are only so fietr our 
own, as . we perform the conditions, on which the 
emoluments were granted. In the Church of £kig* 
land, no man is admitted to a Benefice, except on 
the condition, publicly and solemnly espressedy that 
he will conform to the Liturgy, and Articles. But, 
if after this solemn engagement he refuses to con- 
form, he voids the contract by his own act and deed. 
And, if he loses his benefice, he loses only that, to 
which he had forfeited the right. On the very samt 
principle the Protestant Dissenters themselves At^ns^ 
Iheir ministers of their ofiice, and consequently of 
its emoluments, when their ministers violate ihe terms 
of that communion, to which they belong. Nor is 
it in religious Societies alone, that conditional 
emoluments are forfeited by a violation of the con*-! 
ditions, on which they were granted. : It is the 
same also both in civile and in military Societies* 
By .a transgression of the laws, to which an office or 
commission implies obedience, the office or com- 
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aonnon is fttcMedy and ks emtkiinento Are con^ 
iequeBtlylo0t Tbepl«^ of coMdmceiot a depattmit 
fircun the lanv^is iFery iacoonstaritly lilteged^ esf^eciiUy 
in a re%toM^ Society* ffa man is urged by \m con- 
sdence to lioiase the tercnv, on which he was o^ilt 
iMKffo? to his office, tha^ same comcienoe, in order 
to be conmtmty should urg^* tnm abo to reKiK)ui(i& 
its emoitmmts. For it is downright dishmestytf 
it is dishonesty of the grossest kind, to re<%i?« 
tiie piKf of a Society, and yet act in oppositidn to its 
udf'are. 

Upon die whde then we may condipd^ tba* the 
CbuFch of En^and carries its aoihoriCy no further, 
than is^ absolutely necessaty for its own fireaervaliotii 
it requires, on the one hand, a compliance with its» 
ruies frotti its members in geneml, and its' ministers 
in pvticiiAar ; b^st^s^ no maa is compelled to remain 
m member, he may exercise bis private judgment in ' 
^ investigation of its Doctrines, and; withdrarw from 
its> communion, if he believes that its Doctrines bM 
ftbe. We allow therefore to 4^tk^r3 the ppivilegei 
^idk we claimed for qurs^boe»^ in withdrawing irom 
t^ Church diRame. And since they, who withdraw 
from usy c(»itinue the exercise of that very aothorityi 
|o which they had been previously subjected in th# 
Church of England; our Cburch stands exoulp^ed 
from the charge of inconsistency and a departure from 
the principles of the Beformationi A&d vAiem tia 
third proposition^ is- proved^ which wtil te-iicMie in 
Ae fblloiwapg Chapter, the difierence- between l^e 
Churches of England and Rome, in the exercise of 
Churoh^authort^'will appear i»the cleai^est light 
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CHAR IX. 

yROOF, THAT TUB CfflURgH Of ROAIB NOT ONJUY 
CARRIES ITI? AUTHORITY JFURTHJ^R, THAN £1 
NECESSARY FOR ITS OWN PRESERVATION, pUT 
THAT ITS AUTHORITY IS EXERCISED IN SUCIf 
A MANNER, AS TO EXTINGUISH THE RIGHT OF 
PRIVATE JUDGMENT IN ITS OWN MEMBERS, 
AND TO TRAMPLE ON THE RIGHTS OF ALL 
OTHER CHURCHES. 



Xt appears from the preceding Chapter^ that tht 
welfai^ of a religious Society, in matters of faith 
requires nothing more, thsm that they, who violate 
it$ Articles, be made to wil^draw from its com* 
munion. And it is equally apparent, that a Society, 
which has mt the power of removing determined 
pontraveners has not the power, which is necessary 
fpr its own preservation. On these principles, of 
which the truth is indisputa|>l^ the Church of £t)g« 
land exercises its authority in controversies of faith. 
£yery Society has the undoubted right, to take Bueh 
measures, as are requisite for its own welfare, pro- 
vided they interfere not with the rights of ^her 
Societies. But if laws are enacted, or even if prin* 
ciples are admitted^ which its own welfare does not 
require, there will be an unnecessary an4 therefore 
an {/^i(^/,\^diminution of natural right. Whenever 
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men unite themselves in a Society,* whether civil or 
religious, b. portion of that freedom, which they would 
otherwise possess, is unavoidably surrendered, in 
exchange for the benefits, which they derive from 
commumon with that Society. ■• To a certain extent 
th^efore the will of the indvvidtial must yield to the 
will of the body. But, as that Society is the best 
constituted, in which the general welfare is pro- 
moted with the smallest share of individual sacrifice, 
the latter should never be required, if the former can 
be promoted without it. Now as the objects of 
a religious Society are faith and worship, and every 
man has a natural right to worship God according 
to his conscience, the surrender of this right can 
never be deemed necessary to the purpose, for which 
a religious Society is formed. If an individual . 
member of such a Society can no longer con- 
scientiously partake in its faith, or worship, the 
welfare of the Society is so £sir from requiring his 
continuance in that conraiunion, that this very con^ 
tinuance would serve only to destroy its harmony,. 
Consequently there is no pretence for compelling 
a man to remain a , member of a religious Society 
8gain$t his will. And mth respect to the con-^ 
sequences of such compulsion,* it is obvious, that 
conscience would thereby be enslaved, and the right 
of private Judgnient altogether extinguished. As 
long as we are at liberty to withdraw from a religious 
Society, whenever we disapprove of its principles, wc 
possess the right of exercising private judgment in ^ 
matters of faith and worship. Indeed the very act 
of withdrawing from the Society is an act^ in whielt 
that right is exercised. > 
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But if the Church of England thus allows the 
right of private judgment, this right is absolutely 
refused by the Church of Rome. For the latter not 
only requires obedience from all who continue in itd 
communion, but prohibits a departure firom that 
communion. And this prohibition is carried so far, 
that the Church of Rome claims the power of ex-^ 
ercising spiritual jurisdiction ovei^ those, who iiave 
ceased to be its members* Allegiance to the Church 
is considered in the same light, as allegiance to the 
State ; and apostates from the religion of Rome are 
regarded as rebels against their lawful S€»vereign» 
The Council of Trent has formally declared^ that the 
Church of Rome is the mother and mistress of ali 
Churches*; whence they who have deserted its - 
litandardj and have gone over to other ChurcheSi are 
still declared amenable to the Church of Rome« 
Accordingly we find ip the Roman Catechism, 
published by order of Pius V, that heretics and 
schismatics, though no longer members of the 
Church of Rome, are still ** in the power of the 
*^ Church, as persons to be called by it to judgment, 
*^ puniihed, and doomed by anathema to damnation**^ 
And this claim, thus officially made in the Roman 
Catechism^ is urged at this very day in the theo* 
logical lectures, which arp given in the College of 
Maynooth« For in the treatise De Ecclesid Christie 

■ Goclesia Romana, quas omnium eeclesianmi maier est ei 
fnagutrttf Sfc. P. Liii. See also the Treat Confession of Faitli^ 
quoted In Note 21 ^ to Chap. Vt. 

* Hseretici vero et schismatici, qui ah Ecclesid desctverant, 
Ac* Non negandum tamen quin in Ecclesiae potestate «int, Ut 
qui ab ea in judicium vocentur, puniantur, et anathemale dam- 
aentur. Catecktsmus RomanuSf p. 78. ed. 1687. 

u2 
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whidi contains the sum and substance of those 
Lectures, it is positively asserted, that *^ the Church 
^ retaifMits^ jurisdiction over all Apostates, Heretics, 
'^ end Schismatics, though they no longer belong to 
" its body'." And the following is assigned as 
a fieoBori^ why the Church of Rome claims juris- 
diotioa over those, who have ceased to be its mem- 
bers; oamely^ ''that a General has the right of 
^ inflicting severer punishments on those' deserters 
^ whose names have beep erased from the muster- 
*' roU*." Now when a man has ceased to be mem- 
ber of a 'Society, whether it is religious, civil, or 
snilitaxy, it is difficult to comprehend on what prin- 
ciple of justice or equity be can be considered as 
wAW anbenable to tiie kws oi that Society^ Nor is it 
irue, that military punishment can be inflicted on 
jdiose, whose names are erased from the regimental 
Jist. When deserters are pumsbed, they are punish- 
ied as beittg ^itl members (A the Society which in- 
flicts the punishment: they are punished for a vio- 
lation of the laws, which they have sworn to obey, 
and from which, without the consent of tiieir supe- 
riorsj they have no right tp withdraw. But a religious 
'Society has no analogy in this respect to one, that is 
'^^Tt\^ miktary: If the members of a military Society 
:were at liberty to withdraw from it whenever they 
pleased, the very object, for which an army is 

^ £ed«Bia «asni ¥etinet jurbc^tioseni in oimies Apostatas,. 
IS«¥ettcos^ d SdnsmatiGOs, quffiaquam ad ifitts corpus non jam 
pertineant. P. 894?. 

♦ Imm^cliately afVer the w^ds quot^ in the preceding Note 
is added, Qoemadinoduin <1uk nnlHiie ya& habet severiores peenag 
deoerneodi adtersos militem transfugam, qui ex albo militise 
fuisset erasus. 
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collected, would at once be defeated. The necessitj 
of the Case itaelf therefore prevents the exercise d£ 
that liberty. But no such necessity operaties in 
% riUgiom^ookXy^ ivom which every member has 
a right to withdraw, as soon as his conscience forbids 
binx to partake of ite &ith and worship. Tlie spirit 
tuai tyranny of those^ who gwem the Church of 
Borne, may find indeed support io such coniparisons 
as tbat^ which has been just stated : but the Church 
of Christ was founded for a very different piirpps^ 
than that of extending the power axKl influence of 
those, who direct it But whether the reasoning of 
the Church of Rome on this subject be valid, or 
futile, whether ibe jurisdiction thus claimed be well, 
or iU-defei^d, it is siifficieot to know that the claim 
is made, and made by those very persons, whose 
sexitiments we are especially concerned to.asce]tain. 
It may be urged iodeed in answer to this claim 
of extended jurisdiction, that when a member of the 
Church of Boibc is onoe become a Protestant, he 
has nothing further to apprehend from the juris<^ 
Miction of that .Church. He may desj^ise the appel- 
lations of Apostate and Heretic, and suit ie at the 
threat of poitisbment, wfatcb can no loi^ger reach him. 
^ow this argument impl»^, that ihe conversion 
takes place in a Staie, where Frotestantism is pr0^ 
teoted^ a protection not afibrded m every Staite, 
ivbere ,tbe Cl)urch )af Itome claims jurisdiction. - But 
let QS.takje for granted, that the State is both able 
Hind willing to protect those, who for conscience' 
sake change their religion; let us consider the 
situation of the Romanists resident in Great Britaia 
!apd Ireland, and tbiis we shall be enai^led toappre^- 
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ciate the influence of the Church of Rome over its. 
own members, even when its spiritual authority is 
0Ot aided by temporal power. 

When the authority claimed for the Church of 
Rome, both in the Roman Catechism and the 
Lectures at Maynooth, is inculcated into the minds of 
men from their earliest years, they iare deterred froni 
ever attempting to exercise their private judgment 
in matters of faith. When the notion is once 
impressed, that if they should ever desert the Church, 
the Church would still retain its authority over them, 
unconditional submission is the natural consequence* 
To inqtiire into the grounds of their faith might 
lead them into inextricable difficulties. They might 
come to conclusions, which were dij^erent iVom the 
established creed ; and thus they would be reduced 
to the dilemma, either of joining in a worship which 
their conscience condemned, or of being exposed to 
danger, if they worshipped as their conscience re- 
quired. Under such circumstances it will appear 
most prudent to abstain from religious inquiry. 
Indeed the Council of Trent has formally prohibited 
religious inquiry. For it has not only decreed, that 
its ministers shall not interpret the Scriptures in 
their public discourses, so as to impugn the authorised 
interpretation of the Church (which every Church 
has an undoubted right to require), but it has 
further decreed, that no one even in private shall 
interpret the Scriptures in any other way, than 
according to the prescribed form^ Conscience is 

. 'At the end of the sentence, of which the beginning wa« 
qnoted in Note 2. of the preceding Chapter, b added, etian^^i 
hujusmodi interpretationea mHo unfimin tempore in tucem ecUnd^ 
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therefore reduced to a state of servitude ; and men 
are compelled even to thinks as the Council has 
determined that they shall think. The welfana of 
eyery religious Society requires indeed, that its 
formulary of faith be not openly impugned by its 
Ministers. But if men are not at liberty to in« 
vestigate the sense of Scripture for themselves ; if 
they are not at liberty to examnej whether the 
Articles of their religion are founded in Scripture ; 
and finally if^ in the event of their being persuaded 
to the contrary, they have not the liberty of with* 
drawing from the communion, of which those 
Articles are the Creed, a spiritual tyranny is esta* 
blished, which subverts all the ends of religion. 

Nor must we forget, in reference to the^authority 
claimed by the Church of Rome, that it is not con- 
fined to the punishment of the body^ but extends to 
the punishment of the soul. In the passage above 
quoted from the Roman Catechism, all heretics and 
schismatics are denounced as persons ^^ to be brought 
^^ to justice, punished, and by anathema doomed to 
** damnation •." And, agreeably to this notion, the 
bare act of separation from the Church of Rome is 
declared, in the theological Lectures of M^ynooth, 
to be nothipg less than the forfeiture of salvation^. 

* See Note 2, 

^ Certissima est doctrina, Patrum consensione, et Ecclesi» 
praxi confittnatay'Schismadcos, etlamsiin fide non crrarent, solo 
8ui Schismatis facto esse extra Ecclesiam, et viam salutis. De 
Ecdesia Christi, p. 25. We find {dso at p. 16, Kecesse est agnos- 
cere, hsereticos omnes, quos e siliu suo rejicit Ecclesia, ad illam 
non perthiere. Sed eo ipso ilHs nuUd est speranda solus. Farther 
m9 find at p • 19, Ergo iterwn confirmatur doctrtnai omnes hsere- 
■' • " ■ ticoS| 
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Now Let notion^ like these be instilled into cbildreH, 
from their earliest years^ and they must have very 
iixat\% minds indeed, if, when noen, they ever venture 
to form an opinion of their own in matters of faith.. 
And that such notions are instilled into the minds of 
children, who are educated in the Romish religion, 
appears from the Catechisms^ in which they ar6 in^ 
strticted. Now there is no Rofaiish Catedhisni s6 
generally used in these dominions as that, which 
bears the following title " The most Rev. Dr. James 
^ Butler's Catechism^ revised, enlarged, approved 
*' and recommended by the four R. C. Archbishop^ 
" of Ireland, as a general Catechism for the King- 
" dom;" of which the eighth edition was pritited at 
Dublin in 1811. At p. 15, 1 6, of this edition, we 
find the following questions and answers. 

Q. Where are true Churchmen to be found ? 

A. Only in the true Church. 

Q. How do you call the true Church ? 

A. The holy Catholic Church. 

Q. Is there any other true Church, besides the 

holy Catholic Church ? . 
A. No. As there is but one Lord, one faith, one 

baptism, one God and Father of all, there 

is but one Church. 
Q. Are all obliged to be of the true Church ? 
A. Yes : no one can be saved out of it. 

' > • 

ticos, qiios rejicitEccle6ia» adilUm non pertkiegre, at^esse ipxim 
piam saluiu. Aad of those» wboar^bOrn md baptized out pf Ok? 
Komldh Charch it is «aid at p. 24, £o magb periculdswiA erne 
Atatum eorum, <|ui id sckimate hapkimiijuenmt^ q|i(i|d mM^uani 
cpgifabunt de ^luerenda vera Jplcclesia, extra quam non est sah^^ 
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Thut the terms " true Chufeh** add « Cfctholic 
Church" here denote exclusively the Church of 
Romej appears frdto what follows M p. ly, of <he 
samfe catechism. For the *' trde Chut^ch*" Is there 
described as being " One, Holy, Catholic, and 
Apostolical ;" and to the question, how the Church 
is OnCy is answered, " In all its members believing 
^' the same truths, having the same sacraments and 
^ sacrifice, and being under one visible head on earth.** 
All Protestants therefore withdut exception, inasmuch 
as they reject the authority df the Pope, ahd the 
sacrifice of the Mass, are thu^ denounced as excluded 
frotn the ** true Church;" and consequently aK 
excluded from sanation. In like manner the author 
of the treatise De Ecclesta Christi, declares that the 
Church of Rome alone has that unity, which is the 
eharacteir and mark of ih^ true Chutrh*: and he 
denounces Protestants in general as Schismatics^ 
who, as we have already Seen, are declared incapable 
of salvation. 

Now let any one compare this doctrine of ex- 
clusive salvation with the doctrine taught in our 
eighteenth Article, and see whether they admit of 
a comparison. This Article is entitled, " Of ob^ 
taining etenial salvation only by the name of Christ,** 
and the Article itself is as follows ; ** They also are 
" to be had accursed that presume to say, that every 
'^ man shall be saved by the law or sect which he 
^' prbfesseth, to that he be diligent to frame his life 

* Ecdesia Rondana, ^ sokf iUam habet unUatieiii, qt^se eU 
.character, et Aota vene Ecclesia. P. 46. 

9 Societas Protestaatium sese a Schismatis ceatu exoanriD wm 
potest, P. 43. .... 
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'' according to that law and the light of nature. For 
'' Holy Scripture doth set out unto us only the name 
"of Jesus Christ, whereby men must be saved**' 
This Article therefore excludes from Salvation no 
Christian whatever; whereas Protestants in general 
are excluded from Salvation by the Church of Rome. 
The Churches therefore of England and Rome are 
^o far from agreeing on the subject of exclusive 
salvation, (as the advocates of the latter argue from 
our eighteenth Article), that no two opinions can be 
morcf opposite. The Romanists exclude us from 
salvation :. but we do not exclude them from sal- 
vation *^ Nor do we exclude them from salvation 
even by the damnatory clauses of the Athanasian 
Creed ; for that very Creed, in the form in which 
we now have it, was received by the Church of 
England from the Church of Rome. The members 
therefore of that Church have no right to complain 
of it ; and in a " Comparative view of the Churches 
of England and Rome," we have no concern with 
other Churches. It is moreover unfair to argue 

'^ If it be further objected, that our eighteenth Article^ 
though it excludes no Christian from salvation, yet excludes from 
salvation aU who are not Christians^ I answer, that the covenanted 
mercies' of God are offered only to those, who accept the con* 
ditions, on which the offer is made* The Article therefore ap- 
plies only to those, who have the means of knowing what those 
conditions are^ and who knowing those conditions wantonly reject 
them* It was intended to confute the error, that works were every 
tkingf and .^itb noAing* The Article has a marked opposition to 
a tenet, then advanced by various free-thinkers. It must be ex- 
plained therefore with reference to that tenet ; and not be so con- 
strued, as if it meant to assert, that they, who had never heard of 
the Gospel, were in the same situation with those, who hd<ji 
wantonly rejected it. 
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from the anathemas of a paftifcuiar Creed to the 
general sentiments of the Churchh6f England. Those 
sentiments are officially declared in our Arfitks o( 
Religion ; and by those Articles no Christian what- 
ever is excluded from the hope of salvation ". Nor 
is^it fair to confound the sentiments of other Pro* 
testant Churches with the sentidoents maintained By 
the Church 6f England^ which can only be answer- 
able for its (wn opinions. If Calvin asserted, that 
there is no salvation out of the bosom of the CAt/rcA*% 
and by the term Church is meant, not the unwersal 
Church, including Christians in general^ but only 
9l particular Church, no such doctrine is maintained 
by the Church of Ehgtand If ^* the same doctrine^ 
'* is distinctly taught in various Professions of Faith 
*^ made by the Reformers, as in that of Strasbourg 
" presented to Charles V. in 1530, in that of 
'' Switzerland in 1566, in that of the Low-Countries, 
^^ in that of Scotland in 1647^ which was approved 
^^ in a general meeting of Theologians, and sane- 
" tioned by Parliament ",'* it serves only to shew the 



'> Though I argue against the inferences deduced from the 
Anathemas of the Athanasian Creed, I do not mean to defend 
those Anathemas* They are no part of the Creed itself. And 
though such Anathemas were not uncommon in ancient Creeds, 
they might have been, consistently rejected from the Athanasiaa 
Creed, when it was adopted by our Reformers. See the senti- 
miQnt3 of the Bishop of LincoUi on this subject in his Elements 
of Christian Theology, voL U. p. 282. 

. *^ Extra ecclesis grsemium nulla est speranda peccatorum 
remissio, nee uUa salus^ quoted fron Calvin*s Institutes (Ubw IV. 
cap. 1.) by Sir J. C. Hippidey in the Appendix, No. XV. to his 
Speech in the House of Commons, May 18, 1810« 
•*Ib.ib, 
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superior moderation of the Church of Englandi ia 
whiph such, doctrioe is not maintained. But, let us 
cpafiae ourselves to ]the subject immediately before us^ 
ivbicb relate^ only to a compurison between tbt 
Churches of England and Rome: and for this cpm« 
parison it is sufficient to know, that while the Church 
of Rome excludes us from the hope of saJ?iatioii> w^ 
are not so uncharitable as to entertain the sbiho 
opinion of them ^\ However greatly we may dib? 
approve of those doctrines, which hitve tio foundation 
in Scripture^ we are far from liiinkii^ that they^ 
who have been taught to believe in tbeiny an4 art 
unable to judge for themselves, will be punished 
hereafter for opinions, over which they had no 
pontroul'^ But the Church of Rome requires for 

'^ This moderation on the part of our Church must not how- 
ever be io cotistrued, as if it implied either doubt or indiiSerence 
abocit the tru^ of the tetablished €r^ed. Though we charitably 
iMlaait, that there is more^ Ihan ono way to salvatioii, we still 
believe that our own is th4 best* 

" The objection indeed has been somewhere made, that we 
call their doctrine of Transubstantiation << a damnable Doctrine/' 
an expression which excludes (as is said) from salvation all who 
Mieveintt. Now I am really ndt aware tiiac oar Churchy in 
toy i>f «to o^Urf dociuuentb^ Ins applied that epitdiet to Tran* 
iMbitaniiatioa; and il catmot be ansvnendbfe for an epithet, which 
inayhavie been used titetohers. Nor woald the inference be just, 
•vteftf ^ pcemises weme correct : for a »iet« epithet, expressing; 
4&ly ea abliorrence of a partieiilar^dctrine, can hlirdly iitaply that 
liie^;who reteme the dectiiile will be eiopofled to dArmuiti&n. Btft 
the whole objection is prdbiblyfoAnded in mUtrnkep arkiiig fi-om 
A ccmfiiBion, «iUier a£ the Declaratton i^&st P<^ry, or of that 
agliiHst trSttsabBtantietYdUy with die oath of Supremacy. In th& 
latter, th6 position tfaat|irinOMfekcm»niunicated by the Pope may 
be deposed and diurd^ri^dby t)ielr subj^ts, is<tt^ed, and very justly 

called 
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flalvadoD, not onlyn belief of those doctrines, w}»ch 
are common to the two Churches and indeed to mast 
Cfarbtkns, sddi as the dbctrbe of the Truiity, the 
Incarnation, and the Atonement ; it requires also for 
salvation a belief in those Doctrines, by which tiie 
Church of Rome is distinguished, such as the doe* 
trines. of transubstantiation, the worshipping of the 
Hdst, the Invocation of Saints, the Sacrifice of the 
Mass, the praying of souls out of purgatory, &c 
AH these peculiar doctiines are enumerated in the 
Tr^nt Confession of Faith, and at the end of them is 
added, that this is the true Catholic faith, out 
of which m one can be swced^^. It is therefore quite 
irrelevant to quote the Bentiments Of any indkidual 
member of that Church. It may be readily granted, 
that among the members of the Church of Rome, 
there are men of learning and talents, who, though 
attaclied to the causey are too liberal to confine their 
hope of salvation to a singk church. But we are 
now concerned with the rule itself; not with tlie 
Exceptions to the rule. And when we consider, that 
the doctrine of exclusive salvation is taught, not only 
Ml the Trent Confession of Faith, not only in the 
theological Lectures at Maynooth, but in the very 
Catechisms^ which are put into the hands of child- 
ren, surely no man can pretend, that the doctrine 

called ^ a damnahie doctrine.'' But that epithet is not applied 
to TransubstantiaHon^ either in the declaration against Transub* 
fltantiataon, pr the Declaration against Popery. See Bum's £c* 
clesiasdcal Law, vol. III. p. 16, 17. And it is certainly not ao 
applied in our Artides. 

*^ Hanc Yfiffam eatholicam fidem, extra quam nemo salvm esse 
potest. 
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of e)cclu$iye. salvation is not the general doctrine of 
that Church. 

^hed we further Consider, that the decisions of 
that Church, in. matters of faith, ane believed to be 
absolutely infallible, we clearly perceive that no room 
is left for the exercise of private judgment in con- 
troversies of faith. Whatever diversity of opinion 
may prevail about the seat of infallibility, its eXf 
istence is asserted by all Romish writers without ex* 
ception. Whether a General Council derive^ in- 
fallibility from the Pope, which was the opinion of 
Bellarmine ; or whether the Pope derives infallibility 
from a General Council, as others have asserted; 
or whether the supposed infallibility is a sort of 
joint production, the Decrees of a General Council 
in matters of faith and morals are pronounced in- 
fallible by them all And as the Church of Rome 
is represented in a General Council, convoked by the 
authority of .that Church, the Decrees of such 
a Council and the Decrees of that Church are one 
and the same thing. Hence it is positively asserted 
in the Roman Catechism, that the Church of Rome 
cannot err in matters of faith and morals, inasmuch as 
it is guided by the Holy Spirit ; but that all oth^ 
Churches inmt err in faith and morals, inasmuch 83 
they are led by the Spirit of the Devil '7. Now as 
the Roman Catechism is one of the official docu- 
ments of that Church, nothing further can bie 

'^ Quemadraodum hasc una Eodesia errare ntm potest in fid^ 
•c morum discipline tradendil, cum a spiritu aancto gubernetur, 
iia csteras omnes, quae sibi Ecclesise nomen arrogant, ut qiii» 
41 Diaboli tpiritu ducantur, in doctrins ec morum pemicioiiMimis 
«rroribu8 versari necesu est. Catech. Rom. p. 8S. ed. 1$87* 
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Wanted for the purpose of provingy that the Church 
of Rome claima such infallibility. But it is df 
additional importance to us^ that the same tenet is 
strongly enforced in the theological Lectures at 
Maynooth'*; for the belief, that the Church of 
Ronie is infallible, is the key-stone of the whole 
edifice. Now one of the chapters in the treatise De 
Ecclesid Christi is intitled, " Gf the infallibility of 
the Church assembled in General Councils '^ :*' 
and the proposition maintained in the next chapter 
is, that *^ Councils, which are general in their con- 
vocation and celebration are infallible *"*/' The 
reason of this supposed infallibility, as assigned by 
the Roman Catechism, is that such Councils are 
under the immediate guidance of the Holy Spirit ; 
and this very reason is assigned by the Council of 
Trent**. But the author of the above-quoted treatise 
argues further from the necessity of the case, and 
maintains, that in the Church of Christ an authority 
is requisite, which shall determine controversies of 

'^ On this subject I can quote the authority of Sir J. Hippis- 
ley, For in No. XV, of the Appendix to his Speech of May 18, 
1810, he makes the following observation on the Treatise de Ec- 
clesid Christi. He calls it *' the Class Book of the Students des- 
tined for Holy Orders:'' and he adds, '^ It is of great import* 
** ance to ascertain what are the tenets professed and taught ia 
** the. seminaries, which supply candidates for the Priesthood of 
** the Roman Catholic Communion within the Realm ; especially 
*< on the points generaUy objected to Catholics/' 

^ De infaliibilitate Ecclesiae.in Condliis generalibus congre- 
gatae. P. 164?. 

^ Concilia, cohvocatione et celebratione generalia, sunt in* 
fallibilia. P. 166. 

** In most of the Decrees it styles itself, Sacrosancta Triden- 
Cina Synodus, in Spiritu Sanpto legitime congregata. 
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faitb by an irrefragal)le, and therefore infallible 
judgment". 

* Now we have seen that the Church of Ijagland 
cjaima likewise authority in coniroversies pf faitii* 
But this authority no more implies infallibility, than 
the authority of the judges in controversies of kew. 
Whether the law of God be interpreted in our Con- 
vocation^ or the law of man in an assembly of the 
twelve Judges, the authority of the interpretation 
rests on its supposed agreement with the text In- 
deed the infiaUibiUty oi any Synod, and consequently 
of the Synod, which settled our Articles of Religion, 
is positively disclaimed in the twenty-first of those 
Articles, It is there asserted, that even General 
Councils both may err, and have erred, in things 
pertaining to God. It is true, that the Church of 
England has its &natic8, as well as the Church of 
Kome ; and tliat those &natics, like the holy fathers 
who composed the Council of Trent, suppose 
themselves favoured by the especial guidance of the 
Spirit, and therefore exempted from the possibility of 
error. But the delusions of a party must not b^ 
ascribed to the Church at large. If the Articles of 
our Church disclaim infallibility, tlie Church itself 
disclaims it : for the Articles speak the sense of the 
Church. 

If then, while the Church of England admits 
that it may have erred ; the Church of Rome c»n- 
tends that it cannot err; if, while the Church of 
England admits, that salvation may be obtained in 

^^ In Ecclesis Christ! admittenda est aatoritas quaedam ex<- 
terior, loqueps, et coercitiva, quae controversias de diviniis rebus 
irrefcagabili, proindeque infallibili judicio dirimal. P. 96. 
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4be Church of Rome^ the latter denies the pf»Mlir 
bility of it in the former, we cannot have a more 
Striking contrast between the powers, which are 
claimed by the respective Churches. The authority 
of the Church of England goes no further, than is 
necessary for its own preservation ; its members have 
no other restraints, than such as the wel&re of every 
Society requires: it neither prevents them firom 
adopting any other form of Christianity) nor ex- 
cludes them from salvation, if they do. But the 
Church of Rome, which Arties salvation to all who 
depart from it, and mculcates the belief that the very 
act of departure is the forfeiture of salvation, enslaves 
the conscience, and enchains the faculties of man. 
The Church of England then is a system of religious 
liberty; the Church of Rome a system of religious 
slavery. 

This state of slavery is further promoted, and 
most effectually secured by what is called the Sacra- 
ment of Penance *\ which the Council of Trent has 
declared to be necessary for Salvation **. Now an 
essential part of this Sacrament is confession, and 
^oveover private Confession, to a priest *^ This 

^ SacrameQtum Poenitcntiae. See the fourteenth Session of 
the Council of Trent. 

^ The fourth Canon of the seventh Session, which relates to 
the Sacraments in genera), isasfoUows, Si quia dixerit Sacramenta 
novae legis non esse ad salutem necessaria, sed superflua, et sine 
eis, aut eorum voto, per solam fidem homines a Deo gratiam 
justificationis adipisci, licet omnia singulis necessaria non sintj^ 
anathema sit. P. LI. Now the expression non omnia singuUt iqp« 
plies to Orders and Matrimony ; but not to Baptism or Confir* 
mation, or the Eucharist, or Penance, or Extreme Unction. 

^ See the fifth and aixth Chapters of the Decree relating 

particularly 
N 
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private ConlessbQ is required by the Roman Cat^ 
chism to be made at least'once every year ^^ : and the 
Confession itself is required to be whole and absolutei 
including even mortal sins^^, Hence in Butler's 
Catechism^ p. 50, we find the following question 
and answer: 

Q. What do you think of those, who conceal a 

mortal sin in Confession ? 
A. They commit a most grievous sin by telling 

a lie to the Holy Ghost*'. 

Now when children are educated in the belief, thai 
ks soon as they come to years of discretion, they must 
periodically confess their sins to a priest, and confess 
them without reserve, they are subjected to a spiri- 
tual tyranny, which would never be borne, if the 
impression of its necessity were not made at an 
age, when habits of servitude are mosteasily acquired. 
To confess our sins to Almighty God is a duty in* 
cumbent on us all. But to be placed under the o6« 
ligation of going annually to a priest, for the purpose 
of Confession, and tb be told, that if we conceal 
from him even a mortal sin, we lie to the Holy 
Ghost, is such an insult to a rational being, thai 

particularly to the Sacrament of Penance; the former of which 
isentitledy De Cohfemone, the latter Demimstro hujus Sacra* 
menti et absolutione. P. LXXXIX — ^XCII. 

^ Quo vero potlssimum tempore confiteri oporteat, eb canons 
de quo antea diximus, sancta Ecdesia decrevit : jubet enim semel 
takem quotannis fideles omnes peccata sua confiteri. P. 229* 

^^ Illud autem imprimis doceant Parochi, in confessione cu* 
jrandum esse, ut Integra eVahiotutctAu etenim omnia mortalia 
|)eccafa Sacerdoti aperire oportet. lb. ib. 

^ The same declaration is made in the Abstract <tf thel)oua7 
Catechism, p. 142. 
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even the prejudices of education are hardly sufficient 
to account for the patience, with which the servitude 
is endured. The case is widely different, when 
men voluntarily go to consult their ministers, in 
order to seek relief for a troubled conscience, and 
relate to him at their own discretion the offenceis^ 
which cause their yneasiness. Now the Confessions 
required by the Church of England are general 
Confessions to Almighty God, in which the Priest 
joins with the congregation : and though on certaia . 
occasions especial Confession is recommended, it 
always depends on the will of the person himself. 
Thus in the Exhortation to attend the Sacramen^ 
the Minister, after admonishing those, who have 
been guilty of any " grievous crime,'* to repent of 
their sins before they come to that holy table, sub- 
joins, '* if there be any of you, who by this means 
" cannot quiet his own .conscience herein, but requireth 
^^ further comfort or counsel, let him come to me, or 
^^ to some other discreet and learned Minister of 
** God's Word, and open his grief." This exhor- 
tation is 90 far from containing a command to make 
private confession of sins, that in the first place it 
applies only to cases, where men are unable to quiet 
their ozvn consciences, and in the second place offers 
only the means of relief to those, who choose to 
accept them*^ But the advocates of the Church 

^ As the Church of England oSontf, though it does not 
eommandf the ui^e of private Confession, it has wisely made the 
following provision in the 1 13th Canon, which relates to Ministen 
certiAringto the Ecclesiastical Courts notorious crimes and scan- 
dals by presentment. ** Provided always, that if any man conftst 
** his secrjet and hidden sins to the Minister, for the uuburdening 

K 2 . 
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of Rome avail themselves of an expression in the 
office for the " Visitation of the Sick," which is 
considered, as implying something more, than mere 
recommendation^ In one of the Rubrics to this 
Office it is said, '^ Here the sick person shall be 
^* moved to make a special confession of his sins, if 
'^ he feels his conscience troubled with any weighty 
" matter.'* Now the force of the word " moved, •' 
on which great stress is laid, may be best appreciated 
by considering the use of it in the Rubric immediately 
preceding, whicli is ; ** The Minister should not 
omit earnestly to^ move such sick persons, as are of 
ability, to be liberal to the poor." Here the verb in 
question is coupled with the adverb *' earnestly ;" 
yet no one will contend that a Rubric, relating t6 
the sick man's property^ can imply a command on 

*^ of his conscience and to receive spiritual consolation and ease of 
** mind from him ; we do not any way bind the said Minister 
** by this our Constitution, &c." Surely nothing could be more 
proper, or even more necessary than this provision. By the 
109th Canon the Churchwardens of every parish are required to 
present notorious offenders ; and by the 11 3th Canon the same is 
required of Ministers, if the duty is neglected by Vie Cliurch- 
wardens* Since then confession to a Minister is aUamed by the 
Exhortation in tlie Communion Service, there would have been 
a strange inconsistency, if men who vduntarUy confessed, for the 
purpose of unburdening their conscience,, and whose offencei^ 
would otherwise have remained unknmm to the Minister, were 
confounded with those whose offences were notorious. To betray 
a secret, confided by one man to another, for the purpose of 
unburdening his conscience, is something so detestable, that the 
prohibition of the 113th Canon can require no further defence. 
And if this Canon had been estimated, as it ought, with reference 
to the Exhortation in the Communion Service it would have ex* 
cited less surprise, when .Sir J. C. Hippisley read it in the House 
of Commons. See his Speech of May 18, 1610, p. 46. 
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the part of the Minister. No such command then 
is implied in the Rubric, which relates to his Con- 
fession* Nor must we forget, that this Confession 
is not recommended in all cases ; it is recommended 
only "j/'he feels his conscience troubled with any 
" weighty matter." And how is the Minister to know 
this, unless the sick man of his own accord declares 
it. But if he does declare that *^ his conscience is 
** troubled with some weighty matter/' the Minister 
who prays with him, may surely advise him to 
specify the cause of his uneasiness, as the surest 
mode of quieting his conscience. Here is no spiri- 
tual tyranny, for all depends on the will of the 
patient. On the other hand, if a Minister of the 
established Church were desired to pray with a sick 
person, and that sick person gave no intimation of 
a troubled conscience, or a want of spiritual relief, 
the Minister would not be^ authorised by the Rubric 
even to recommend a special confession. It would 
be a most impertinent, and unjustifiable prying 
into secrets, with which he is no otherwise, con- 
cerned, than as the patient himself requires: his 
assistance '^ There is no similarity therefore what* 

^ Even the Absolution is not given unless ** he humbly and 
heartily desire it*' Of this absolution, thoughit is often quoted for 
the purpose of shewing the similarity of our Church to the Church 
of Rome, it<:annot be necessary to make many observations. The 
case, in which alone it is to be used, is a case, which hardly ever 
occurs. It is to be used only, according to the Rubric, when the 
sick person has thought proper to make a *^ ^ecial.confea^on of 
his sins," and then heartily denres the absolution. The con^' 
sequence is, that very few clergymen have ever had occasion to 
use it. It would be foreign to our present inquiry, to consider 
fapw fj^r a Christian Minister can go beyond the act of declaring, 

thai 



198 C(mparatix>e View of the Chap. IX* 

ever between Confession in the Church of England, 
and Confession in the Church of Rome. Confession 
of sins to a priest, being an act of oOligation in the 
latter, becomes a powerful engine of spiritual 

that God pardonethand absolveth those who truly repent, as in the 
Absolution of the Morning and Evening Service; or of offering 
8 solemn petition to Almighty God for that purpose^ as in the 
Absolution of the Communion Service. But if the form of the Ab- 
solution in the Visitation of the Sick implies a judicial power^ or 
8 power of pardoning vested in the Minister himsdf, it is still an 
act of injustice to the Church of England, to compare a form 
which is prescribed for the bed of sickness, at the approach of deaths 
and even then to be used only in extreme cases, with the ordtnary 
form of absolution in the Church of Rome. This form, as given 
in Latin in the Ritwde Ramanum PauU V, Pont* Max.juisu edi^ 
torn, in the Chapter De Sacramento Pctnitentia (p, S7. ed. Antver- 
pise, 1625, 4^} is as follows, Dominus noster, Jesus Christus te ab- 
aolvat ; et ego auctoritate ipdus te absolvo ab omni vinculo ex* 
communicationis, suspensionis, et interdicti, in quantum possum, 
et tu indiges. Deinde ego te absolvo a peccatis tuis in nomine 
Patris, ^ilii, et Spiritus Sancti. Amen. Now this judicial abso* 
lutidn is not confined to the bed of sickness, but b employed for 
persons in health ; a shorter form b^ing used when there is danger 
of death, namely. Ego te absolvo ab omnibus censuris et peccatis, 
in nomine Patris, Filii, et SpiriMis Sancti, lb. p. 58. The fore- 
going judicial absolution therefore is repeated, as often as a per- 
son confesses, and does the penance enjoined him. Such a power 
of absolution is capable of the greatest abuse, whereas it is hardly 
possible to convert the absolution in our *< Visitation of the Sick'' 
into an epgine of spiritual dominion. The cases indeed are 
widely diffiprent ; the Confession which precedes Absolution be- 
ing in t|ie ope pas^ cqmpukori^f in the other case voluntary. Nor 
mu^twe forget the ditference arising from the power of the Ro- 
mish Clergy to req^uire a^ts of penance^ before they give absolu* 
tion, a power, which no Clergyman of our Church can exercise 
toward ^hose, who have confessed tp hiiq. )f at any time penance 
is enjoined with us, which happens very rar^lyi it is a punishment 
inflicted for som^ oiGsnce by the sentence of an ecctesiastical 
court 
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tyranny''. But as private confession is involuntary 
Mt in the former, provision k made, for ttie spiritual^ 
amfprt of the sinner, without diminution of his 
spiritual freedom. ^ 

The last engine of spiritual tyranny in the Church 
of Rome is the Inquisition^ which is very closely con- 
nected with that of .Compulsory Confession. This 
l^orrid tribunal was foupded on the arrogant assump-- 
tion, that they who conduct the councils of that 
Church, are exempted by the Holy Spirit even from 
the possibility of error. Pretending to possess that 
unerring, judgments which belongs alone to the 
Almighty, but discarding the attribute of divincf 
mercy y. relentless m^n inflicted tortures and death 

'' Mr. Crowley, who was formerly a Student in the College 
f»f Afajmooth, and is therefore perfectly well acquainted with the 
^ects of Confession amongtbe Roinanists in IreWd, says at p* 4. 
of his Thoughts on the Emancipation of the Ron^an Catholics, 
'* Long before children ^re ^ent tp C&nfession,, they are taught by 
^* their parents and others to respect and dread the Priest. Con- 
<* fessiOD, and especially Confirmation, afford him the best oppor- 
<< tunities thai can be» and which he very rarely neglects, to 
^ make thc^ deepest impressions on their tender minds. And his 
*< occasonal admonitions and threatenings, together with tj^e di^ 
^* courses and examples of priest-ridden or credulous people are in 
*^ gei^ral suffideni topreyentthose impressions from being afler- 
^< wards either effaced or wei^ened^*^ At p. 23, he saya. of the 
Romish Priests in Ireland^ '' Considering the restraint undj^t 
** which they labour, it is wonderful how n^uch power th^y pre^ 
^ sume with the aid of these doctrin^es ta exercise oxei^ thecom** 
** mon people," And he adds in a Note, ^< that oj^ny a country-^ 
<< man has patiently borne a flogging from a priest, which would^ 
^ entitle him to heavy damages in a Court of Justice, *'«— Among 
other in^taiMses of patient submission, I remember many years ago 
to have seen, in the Cathedral of Mechlen, a Grenadier, who had 
been the terror of the Turks, kneeling two hours on the barf 
Hw^ pedbrming a.Pei;iaQCe imposed by hi^ Confessor^. 
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on his fellow^^reaturesy for the sol^ offence of enter* 
tainitig opimons^ which differed from his mon. It 
IB true, that the Inquisition, though lately re^ 
stored in Spain, and at no time abolished, either in 
Portugal or in Italy, was never established as a regu« 
lar tribunal in this country. Yc^t many have been 
condemned to the flames for heresy against the 
Church of Rome. It is urged indeed, that similar 
cruelty has been displayed by Protestants themselves: 
and the victims of the Church of Rome in the reign 
of Elizabeth have been compared with the victims of 
the Church of England in the reign of Mary. But 
the cases are quite dissimilar. When Cranmer, and 
Latimer, and Ridley, and Hooper, with the numerous 
other martyrs, were committed to the flames in the 
reign of Mary, their soU offence was a rejection of 
Transubstantiation, and other Doctrines peculiar to 
the Church of Rotne. But the Papists, who were 
executed in the reign of Elizabeth, were not executed 
because they believed in those Doctrines, but because 
their desire to restore the Romish Religion had led 
them to acts of rebeUion against their lawful Sove« 
Wgn. 
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TUB PROOF OF TH£ PROPOSTTION, ADYAIfCBD AT 
THE HEAD OF THE PRECEDING CHAPTER, CON-* 
TINUED AND CONCLUDED. 



JLHE second part of the propoeition, of whidi 
the first part was proved in the preceding Chapter^ 
derives additional importance irom the close con* 
nexion, which subsists in this country between ^the 
State and the established Church. If the Church 
€>f Rome tramples on the rights of all other Churches 
^the part of the proposition, which we are now going 
to prove) it is a necessary consequence, that it effects, 
in this country, the rights also of the State. 

The arguments, which were used in the preceding 
Chapter, to shew that the Church of Rome enslaved 
the consciences of its own members, are, many of 
them, applicable also to the proof, that it tramples 
on the rights of all oM^Xhurcbes. When, for 
instance, the Church of Rome contends that it " re- 
*^ tains its jurisdiction over all Apostates, Heretics, 
'^ and Schismatics, though they no longer belong 
**to its body',*' it pretends to a right, which 
directly interferes with the rights of the Church, or 

* C3ii^. VL Notes 2^ 9. 
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Churches, of which those Apostates, as they are 
called^ are become members. Now if a member of 
our own Church thinks proper to withdraw from it, 
and to pi-ofess Christianity under a different form, 
our Church presumes not to interfere, whatever be 
the motive for withdrawing.' The person, so with* 
drawn, is considered as withdrawn from its authority, 
which can no longer be extended to him, without k'^ 
fringing the rights of the community, to which he has 
acceded. But the authority of the Church of Rome 
is of so peculiar a description, that it neither suffers 
the exercise of private judgment within its own pale, 
nor allows its members to remove to any other com- 
munity, where they might obtain that right The 
claim of jurisdiction still follows them, wherever they 
go; they are not only considered as deserters, but 
as still liable to punishment, even after their names 
are erased from the muster-roll of the Romish 
Church ^» Nor is this exertion of authority confined 
to mere personal desertion, or to individual acts of 
accession. It embraces whole Societies^ and applies 
no less to those, whose anccston withdrew from the 
Church of Rome, than to those, who have \vith- 
drawn from \t themselves. In the theological Lectures 
at Maynooth the whole Society of Frotestanfs is 
denounced as a Society of Schismatics^ ; and Schis-* 
matics in general, though not members oi that 
Church, are declared in those very Iiectures to be 
amenable to that Church. In like manner the 
Roman Catechism declares of Heretics and Schis- 
matics in general, that they are still. " in the power 
^' of the Church, as persons liable to be called to^ 
• Chap. IJ. No^e 4. ' 'lb, Notfi % 
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<< judgment, punished and doomed by anathema ta 
^* damnation ^^ Now this dedaration is made in 
a work, which was published by the authority of the 
Pope himself, and was sanctioned even by a Decree 
of the Council of Trent^ And since the same teiiet 
(as appears from Note 3. to the preceding Chapter) 
is maintained at this very day in the College of 
Maynooth, there can be no necessity for sending to 
Bny foreign University to know, whether the Church 
of Rome considers the members of our Church, as 
amenable to its jurisdiction on the charge of heresy 
and schism. Now if such a tenet js maintained in 
the QoUege of Maynooth when the Romanists are 
petitioners for political power, we cannot doubt what 
would be the fate of Protestants, if the Church of 
Rome should again acquire in these dominions the 
ascendency, to which it is aspiring\ Nor is even 
the Sovereign of these dominions exempted from that 
claim of jurisdiction ; for he is equally included in 
the title of heretic and schismatic ; he is equally 

♦ Chap. IX, Note 2. 

' It 18 entitled Catechismus Romanus, ex Decreto Coticilii 
Tridentini et Pii V. Pontificis Maximi jussu primum edltus. The 
Decree of the Council of Trent, which authorised the publication 
of this Catechism, as well as of the Breviary and the Missal, was 
made al the twenty-fifth Session, and is entitled, De indice libro- 
rum, Catechismo, Breviario, et Missali. P. dcxxxiv. 

^ Mr. Gandolphy, who like Dr. Dromgoole, speaks out, where 
a prudent man would be silent, says at p. 17, of his second Letter, 
in reference to the Church of England, *< To withstand the tor* 
** rent, which is now set in against this fabric, it should have 
** been built upon a rock, which it is not : it must therefore pass 
** away, like all establishments raised on a sandy foundation." 
Yet at p. 16, he thinks there is one chance of our escaping from 
ruin, ** namely, a re-union with the Church of Home, and a 
** Concordatum with the Papal See, &c/' 
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mckided among those, ivhom the Church of Rome 
bas declared to be worthy of punishment 

But that Church, it seems, is the mother and 
wAare$$ of all other Churches, and istherefore autho- 
rised to interfere in their concerns. The claim to 
tills distinguished tide was asserted by the Council 
of Trent ^: and in the words of the Trent Pro- 
fession of Faith, the beneficed clergy of the Church 
of Rome acknowledge '^ the holy, Catholic, and 
*^ Apostolic Roman Church to be the mother and 
^^ mistress of all Churches '/' Now that the Churcb 
of Rome is the mother of all Churches, is an assertion 
so pa^bly fahe, that we may justly wonder how an 
infallible Council, could declare it, and still more 
that the Romish Clergy should swear to it^ The 
mother of all Churches was unquestionably the 
Church of Jerusalem. On tlie ^ery day, on which 
the Apostles were " filled with the Holy Ghost •*," — 
'^ Peter standing up with the eleven lifted up hb 
'^ voice and said unto them (the Jews), Ye men of 
*^ Judea, and all ye that dwell at Jerusalem, be this 
** known unto you and hearken to my words "•'* 
The efiect of St. Peter's address to the Jews, then 
assembled at Jerusalem, is well known. ^^ On the 
" same day were added unto them about three thou-^ 
" sand souk " .-*' " and the Lord added to the Church 
'* daily such. as should be saved '^'' The Church of 

' Se« Note 1. to Chap. IX. 

^ Sanctam, CathoIicam> et Apostolicam Romanum ecclesiam 
mmnum Ecclesiarum matrem et magktram agDOSCo. 

9 The Trent Profession of Faith is made on oath. But oa 
the subject of oaths more will be said in the sequeL 

*** Acts ii. 4. " lb. rer. 14. "* lb. ver, 41. 

■»Ib.vcr.47. 
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Jerusalem is menticmed also on several other oceaaioM 
io the Acts of the Apostles. Thus at chap. v. 1 1» 
^^ great fear came upoo all the Church /* chap. vUi. 1, 
^^ there was a great persecution against the Church 
" which was at Jerusalem /' cbs^. xt« 4, ^' when they 
^' were come to Jerusalem, they were received of the 
'^ Church, and of the Apostles and Elders ;*" Sec. ftc. 
Unquestionably therefore the Church of Jerusalem 
was the mother of all Christian Churches. 

With respect to the other part of the titles 
namely " mistress of all Churdies/' it shows such 
ambition and arrogance.on the part of the Romish 
Church, as is sufficient to put all other Churches oH 
their guard against future encroachments. If one 
Church considers itself as the mistress of another, k 
will certainly notfail to exercise its auttority, whenever 
it acquires the power. Now in whatever li^ we 
view this <:laim of spiritual dominion, it must equally 
excite our surprise and our indignation. That either a 
Prince or a Priest, residinginom country, should claim 
the right of interfering in the administration ofamther 
country, which was perfectly independent as a State^ 
and subject only to its own Prince, is an anomaly in 
the government of the world, of which the Roman 
Pontiff affords the sol^ example. While the Roman 
Empire existed, and Rome was the seet of govern^ 
ment, the Bishop of Rome might properly be con* 
sidered as the Primate in the Roman Empire. But 
when the Empire was divided^ and one Emperor 
resided at Rome, another at Constantinople, the 
independence of the East on the temporal power of 
the West necessarily required the same independence 
in spiritual concerns. Hence the Patriarch of Coor 
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«tahtinople very prbperly resisted the pretensions 
which were still continued by the Bishop of R(^m^ 
and eventually' succeeded in establishing his in- 
dependence. When the Empire of the West itself 
was divided into separate kingdoms, independent of 
all temporal authority emanating from the city of 
JRx>me, the ecclesiastical concerns of those kingdoms 
would have been consistently administered, if no 
spiritual authority had been permitted to emanate 
from the same place. But the West of Europe 
was then enveloped in spiritual darkness, and thus 
an entrance was afforded for spiritual tyranny. Qi 
this spiritual tyranny we freed ourselves at the 
Reformation, and we must guard agamst its entrance 
a secimd time. We must not forget, that a uni- 
versal Bishop is a thing as much to be dreaded, as 
a universal Monarch. We must not forget, that as 
universal empire in temporal concerns is subversive 
of civil liberty, so universal empire in ecclesiastical 
concerns is subversive of religunu liberty. 

That the extensive jurisdiction, originally exer- 
cised by the Bishop of Rome, arose from no other 
cause, than his being a Bishop of a City, which was 
then the Capital of a great empire, is too obvious 
to require a proof. But when the temporal pow&t 
of Rome was reduced to a small portion of Italy, it 
was necessary to find some other basis, on which tb^ 
Bishop of Rome might rest his pretensions to the 
former extent of spiritual powen The Pope was 
represented as the successor of St. Peter; St Peter 
was represented as the Chief of the Apostles ; hence 
it was inferred, that the Pope was the Chief over 
all Bishops; whence it was further concluded, that 
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he bad spiritual jurisdi^ion over all Bisliops, mil 
-cfmseqiiently in the universal Church. Hence we 
find in the Trent Professian of Faitb^ that the 
Roman Ponliflf is denominated^ ^^ the successor of 
St Peter, prince of the Apostles'^; and that in the 
theological Lectures of Maynooth is maintained the 
following prq>osition. "The Roman Pontiff, as 
<<' successor of St. Peter in his episcopal see, deserv- 
."edly claims, by divine right, that primacy of 
" honour and jurisdiction in the universal Church 
V which was granted to St. Peter "*.'* 

In support of this reasoning, if such it may be 
called, appeal is made to Irensus '^ who wrote in 
the latter part of the second century, and who is 
the earliest writer that speaks of St Peter, as having 
had any share in founding the Church of Rome* 
In his third book against Heretics, Chap. IIL says 
IreniBus, " Of the greatest, and most ancient, and 
" universally known Church of Rome, founded and 
" constituted by the two most glorious Jpostles, Peter 
** and Paulj S^c. *^ ** This opinion, that St Peter was 

>^ Immediately after the words quoted in Note 8, is added, 
^omanoque Pontifici, B. Petri Apostolorum principis successorif 
ac Jesu Christ! VicariOy veram obedientiam spondee ac juro. 

" Romanus Pontifex, tuiquam Petri successor in ejus epia- 
copali sede, merito sibi divino jure yindicat primatum honoris 
et jurisdictionis in universe Ecdesid^ qui Petro concessus filit. 
De Ecciesi^ Christh p. 34L « 

••lb. p. 342. • 

'^ Maximse, et antiquissimse, et omnibus cognitse a glorio- 
iissimis duobus Apostol^, Petro et Paulo, Romae fundats et con- 
fltitutse Ecclesiae, ^c What Irenaeutf says in the next sentence 
about the pre-eminence of that Church (propter patiorem prtfi" 
mpaUtatemJ can be ascribed to no other cause, than that the City 
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/cmceroed b) die feundaticm of the Church of Bome» 
la. repeated also by many <^her writers^ who lived 
4^ter the time of IreoBsus, aad who probably de- 
pended on hia authority. Yet it is really impossible 
to reconcile either with the Acts of t^e Apostles, 
or the Epistles of St Paul; and we must either 
renounce the opinion, or let Scripture give way to 
TradiUcm. That St Paul was the only Apostlcf. 
who can be said to l^ve founded the Church of 
Rome, is ewlent from bis Epi^e to the Romsns^ 
Nor can even St Paul be said to have f<Minded that 
Church in any otlier sense, than that he sent an 
Epistk to the Romans, and afterwards redded 
among them. For a Christian commuxMty has been 
previously established at Rome, as indeed his very 
Epistle, which was written before he went thither 
himself, necessarily implies. But if that community 
had then received any foundation from an Apostle^ 
St Paul would surely not have said in his Epistle to 
the Romans, that he took care not to '^ build upom 
" ^noiker mansfamdatian *'.'* Further, if St Peter 
had been at Rome, when St Paul wrote that Epistle, 
he would surely have included him in the number of 
those persons, to whom he sent salutaticms in the last 

of Rome was th^n the capital of a great empire, whence of 
course it followed, that the Church of Rome was then considered 
9B the first among the Churches of the empire. It might there* 
fore at that time be properly called maxima ecclesia imperii Ro- 
man! : but it does not follow, that it regained its primacy when 
the Roman Empire was distoloed.'-^'S. B. The Gtee)^ original qf 
this passage is lost, wliich is the reason of ita being here quoted 
in a Latin translation. 

'^''lyA fA9 Iv* AAAOTPIOK eSMEAIOtf «A^«^0/i5. BoiQ# 
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chapter. Again, if St^ Peter had been at Rome, 
when St. Paul himself arrived there,^ St Luke 
could not have failed to notice it. But he concluded 
his history by saying, that St Paul dwelt at Rome 
two whole years preaching the kingdom of God '^ 
and gives not the slightest intimation of St. Peter 
having been there. Nor is it credible, if St. Peter 
had been at Rome during any part of the tim^ 
when St Paul himself was there, that St.^ Paul 
would have written Epistles from that very place, 
and have said nothing of St. Peter. Yet he wrote 
not less than six Epistles from Rome ; namely, to 
the Colossians, to the Ephesians, to the PhilippianSi 
to the Hebrews, to Philemon, and the second 
Epistle to Timothy : and in none of those Epistles 
does the name of St Peter ever once occur. Indeed 
he says expressly in the second Epistle to Timothy, 
" only Luke is with me '*." And this very Epistle 
appears to have been written by St. Paul only a short 
time before his death. For he says at chap. iv. 6. 
" / am nmv ready to be offered^ and the time of 
** my departure is at hand, I have fought a good 
*^ fghtf I havefnished my course.'' The opinion 
therefore, that St Paul and St Peter were together 
at Rome, and that they suffered martyrdom together, 
is m opinion which, however prevalent after the 
time of Irenssus, must be devoid of foundation. 
Better evidence we cannot have, than is afforded by 
St Paul's Epistles ; and it is well known that re* 
ports may be propagated without contradiction, 
a hundred years after an event is said to have 
happened, especially when it flatters the vanity of 

■» Actt xxviii. 30, 31. •* Ghap. iv. 11. 

O 
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those, among whom it is propagated. Nor is it 
unworthy of our notice, that when St Paul calls 
himself the Apostle of the Gentiles^ he calls St Peter 
the Apostle of the Jews ". On what principle then, 
it may be asked, is he claimed by the Church of 
Rome? But if the evidence, afforded by St. Paul, 
should still be thought insufficient to outweigh the 
evidence of Irenaeus, it may be further observed, 
that Irenaeus himself h^iS shewn, that the evidence 
of Irenaeus, at least on this subject, is of no value. 
For in the very same sentence he asserts that the 
Church of Rome was ndt only the greatest but the 
most ancient Church, an assertion, which directly 
contradicts the account given in the Acts of thef 
Apostles relative to the Church of Jerusalem **. Now 
if one part of his evidence contains a palpable false- 
hood, the credit of the other part is at once de- 
stroyed. 

But if St. Peter did not found the Church of 
Rome, and even if he had never been there, when 
St Paul wrote his second Epistle to Timothy, it is 
still possible (as may be urged) that he came after- 
wards to Rome, and became Bishop of that see. 
Let us suppose then, that St. Peter was Bishop of 
Rome, and examine what inference can be drawn 

" Gal. li. 7- 

** See Uie reference in the Notes 10 — 13, whence it appears 
tiiat St. Peter laid the foundation of the Church at Jerusalem on 
ihei "oery same day^ on which the Apostles received the gifb of the 
Holy Ghost. The Church of Antioch, where the disciples were 
first called Christians (Acts xi. 26.} must likewise have been 
^ founded long before it w^s possible to found a Church at Rome, 
to say nothing of the Churches founded by St. Paul before he 
wrote his Epistle to the Romans. 
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from the supposition. Even if he was called by the 
name of Bishop, he was still in fact an Apostle. His 
apostolic quality was not altered by the assumption 
of another title. But it was only in reference to 
that titky that the Bishops of Rome could be con- 
sidered as his successors, even if St. Peter bore that 
title. For they certainly did not succeed him, in 
reference to his quality as 2^x1 inspired Apostle. It is 
true, that Bishops in general are frequently called 
successors of the Apostles, as being Heads of the 
Church : but they do not therefore pretend to inherit 
the miraculous powers of the Apostles. The argu- 
ment from analogy therefore entirely fails. Indeed 
the whole is a dispute about words, and hardly 
merits a serious reply. But since so much stress 
has been laid on the word " Bishop," as if it had 
been borne by St. Peter, and was not merely ascribed 
to him by the Latin writers to gratify their own 
vanity, let us hear what Iren^us says on this sub- 
ject, whose evidence cannot be rejected by those, 
who admit his evidence^ as proof that St. Peter was 
the founder of their Church. Now immediately 
after the passage, in which he speaks of St. Peter and 
St Paul as founders of the Church of Rome, he 
proceeds as follows, " When the blessed Apostles 
" had founded and built the Church, they entrusted 
** the office of Bishop to Linu^ *^ Even according 

.Ti}» ExxXitd-iay, Aiftf tiir t?( SviO'Aovq; Xurovfytav i»i;^i(pi}0'ar« 
Of this passage Dr. Delahogue very prudently takes no notice ; 
though it^ begins exactly where his own quotation ends. See 
p. 342, of his treatise De ficclesid Christi. Yet this passage 
exists in the Grebk original, whereas the passage, which he 
quotes, exists only in a I^atin translation* 

02 
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then to the account of Irenaeus, the Bishops of Rome 
must be considered, as successors of Linus, not as 
successors of St. Peter *\ 

And after all it would be difficult to compre- 
hend, on what principle the primacy of the Popes 
could be established, even were it granted, that 
they were successors of St Peter, and his successors 
in any sense of the word, which they might choose 
to adopt If Bishops, who preside where a Church 
was founded by an Apostle, have on that account 
a title to precedence, the Bishops of Corinth, Thessa- 
lonica, Ephesus, andof other Churches founded by 
St. Paul, had as good a right to precedence as thcL 
Bishop of Rome. Aye, but St. Paul they say, was 
not equal in rank to St Peter, who was the prince 
of the Apostles (princeps Apostolorum). Now 
St. Paul himselfx has positively denied such pre- 
cedence : he says {^i Cor. xi. 5.) that he " was not 
a whit behind the very chiefest Apostles." It is 
further argued, that St Peter was the Rock, on 
which the Church was built So indeed he was. 
He was the Rock, on which the Church of Jeru- 
salem was builti the Church which was the mother of 
all Churches, and, which, if the arguments of the 

^ irenaeus adds, that Linus was succeeded by Anacletus, and 
Anacletus by Clemens, who wrote, as he observes, an Epistle to 
the Corinthians/ Now this Epistle is still extant, and if Clemens 
had considered himself as successor of «S/. Peter in the See of 
Borne, one might expect that some allusion would have been 
made to it. But I have lately read the whole of that Epistle ; 
and not a syllable does he say of St Peter having been Bishop 
of Rome. Yet he had a very good opportunity as in Chap, v, 
he speaks of the martyrdom of St. Peter ; ttiough he speak« of 
it without saying where. '^ 
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Romanists were valid, might claim to be mistress of 
all Churches. At this very day there is a Patriarch 
of Jerusalem, who, though he possesses no patri^ 
mony of St. Peter, has an infinitely stronger claim to 
the primacy among Christians, than the Pope of 
Rome. The Church of Jerusalem is unquestionably 
the mother Church, which the Church of Rome is 
not. The Church of Jerusalem was unquestionably 
founded by St Peter, which the Church of Rome 
was not. In the Church of Jertisakm^ and not in 
the Church of Romey was fulfilled the prophecy of 
our Saviour, that the Church should be founded on 
St. Peter, as a Rock. It is through the Church of 
Jerusalem, which was the viother of all Churches, 
and not through the Church of Rome, that Chris- 
tian Churches in general partake of the prophecy of 
qur Saviour ^K 

^ As the inference deduced by the Romish writers from our 
Saviour's prophecy, that St. Peter was the Rock, on which the 
Church should be built, admits of so obvious an answer, it is much 
to be lamented, that such unnecessary, and at the same time such 
unsuccessful, pains should have been taken^ to shew that our 
Saviour, under the ward Rock did not understand St^ Peteu The 
distinctions, which have been made between HiTfof ^nd nir^a, in 
the Greek, or between Petrw and Pet mm the Latin Vulgate, whpD 
the language of our Saviour was neither Greek nor Latin, are 
purely unworthy of a Critic The language spoken by our 
Saviour with his Apostles was Syriac ; and the identical wordf , 
which be used on the occa9ion in questioi»inust besought there-*, 
fore in the old Syriac version* Now for the Greek words av %i 
rtirpo;, ic»i IV i r»vTJi tJ) nfTfa» which in fact are onfy ^ trans- 
lation, we find in the old Syriac \^^ |>oi \l;^o \si3p 001 Aaj, 
which literally translated is *^ Thou art Rock^ and upon this 
Rockf &c." The same word {^^^ (Cepha) is used in both 
pl^qes: the same word is both an appeUitive, and a pro- 

peiP 



SI4 Comparative View of the Chap. X. 

But if the Church of Rome is determined to 
maintain a title, to which it has no legal claim ; if it 
is resolved to act, as the mother and mistress of all 
other Churches; if agreeably to these pretensions it 
claims a spiritual jurisdiction over the members of 
other Churches, whom it considers as deserters 
deserving of punishment, it is both our interest and 
our duty to resist demands which are equally 
dangerous to Church and State. 

IL 

If we further examine the principles of that 
Church on the subjects of infallibility and exclusive 
salvation, we shall find that hostility to all other 
Churches is the unavoidable result. If, while men 
believe^ that they are right, they admit that they are 
possibly wrong, they are naturally disposed to bear 
with religious opinions, which differ from their own. 
But they who are persuaded, not only that they do 
not err, but even that they can not err in matters 
of faith, are dbposed to consider it as a duty^ to 
check the growth of all other opinions, which they 
must consider as dangerous heresy. Guided, as 
they suppose, by the Holy Spirit, and thus exempted 
from even the possibility of error, they will deem it 
impious tp tolerate what the Spirit, as they imagine, 

per name, as the word *^ Rock'' is also in English. The effect 
therefore in Syriac was exactly the same, as if we said in English 
to a person, whose name was Rock, and who at the same time 
, was likely to be the support of some great cause, " Thou art 
Rock in name, and shalt be Rock in deed, for on tliee, d^c." As 
our Saviour necessarily alluded to St. Peter, when he used ^V> 
the first time, he could not possibly allude to any one else, whoja 
the very same word was immediately repeated *• 
* Set the Appendix, Note D. 
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has condemned •^ The belief^ that there is no 
salvation except in the Church of Rome, must even 
from motives of humanity ^ and independently of all 
ambitious views for the extension of power and party, 
impel the members of that Church to bring over 
heretics and schismatics into the only communion, 
in which they can be saved. . The bare act of sepa-- 
ration from the Church of Rome, even if accom- 
panied by no error in faiths is declared sufficient to 
exclude men from the hope of salvation *^. Now 
when such a tenet is inculcated in the regular edu^ 
cation, which is received by the students at May- 
nOoth, and this tenet is coupled with the tenet, 
likewise inculcated in the same College, that the 
Church of Rome retains its jurisdiction over all 
Schismatics *^ the ChUrch of England has sufficient 
reason to apprehend the consequences, if temporal 
power should ever be added to the spiritual will. 
And not the Church only, but the State; for the 
one is allied to the other. The King of Great Britain 
is to the Church of Rome no less tin heretic and 

** If it be objected, that there are likewise Protestants^ wh<r 
fancy themselves under the immediate influence of the Holy 
* Spirit, and consequently exempt from the danger of error, 
I answer that the Church of England^ in its own official docu* 
ments, lays no claim to infallibility^ and therefore cannot be 
answeralble for the fanaticism of those, who suppose themselves 
^o gifted. 

*^ Certissima est doctrina, Patrum consensione, et IScclesi'sB 
praxi confirmata, Schismaticos, etiamsi in fide non errarent, solo 
sui Schismatis facto esse extra Ecclesianiy et inain sdutis. De 
Ecdesia Christi, p. 25. 

*^ Ecclesia suam retinet jurisdicUonem in omnes Apostatas^ 
.Haereticos, et Schi^aticos, quanquam ad illius corpus non jaxxv 
pertineant. lb, p, 394, 
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scbisonatic, than any of his subjects; and to tolerate 
i^n heritical King is to expose the true religion to 
imminent danger *^ Such are the consequences of . 
that spiritual authority, which is claimed by the 
Church of Rome, and which is alike incompatible 
with the welfare of other Churches, ^pd of other 
States. The pretence, that it only exercise sjdri* 
tual power is futile in the extreme : for if the exercise 
of spiritual power produces cit;!i/ mischief, we must> 
argue from the consequence, and not from the cause. 
In fact, it is of no importance by what name aq 
authority be called, if it leads to evils, which pught 
not to be borne* 

Nor is it always possible to distinguish between 
the exercise of spiritual and the exercise of temporal 
power, especially when both temporal and spiritual 
power is vested, as at the Court of Rome, in the 
same person. But even were the Pope a mere 
spiritual Bishop, yet there are so many acts, which 
are of a mised nature, that a Romanist in this country 
might easily consider as spiritual^ what our Govern 
ment might justly consider as tempqraL In this divided 
opinion it may be asked, \yho is to determii^, and 
who is to be obeyed? A clear and distinct answer is^ 
given to this question by Bellarmine, who says, that 
when the jus divinum^ and the jus humanum are at 
variance, the former must be observed in preference 
(0 the latter'". 

^ Thii inferenqe pfiturally follows from the admitted pre« 
IDtses* Of course the inference is not drawn in the treatise Df 
EcdeM Christi: but it is drawn by Bellarmine, who says, « To- 
^ lerare regem haereticum, vel infidelem conantem pertrahere 
'* homines ad suam sectam, est -exponere religionem evidentiSt 
« simo periculo." De Romam Pwtijice^ lib. V. car. 7. 

«^Ib.ib. ' 
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The distinction therefore, which is now made 
between obedience to the Pope in spirituals, and 
obedience to the King in temporals, is a distinction, 
which the Romanists themselves must in practice 
find it difficult to observe. As far as theory goes on 
this subject, the power of the Pope over the temporal 
^ncems ctf other countries is now formally dis- 
claimed; though it was once very strenuously 
asserted, and Bellarmine himself was some time in 
disgrace at the Court of Rome, because he admitted 
that the power of the Pope in temporals was only 
indirect ^^. But if all power over the temporal 
concerns of other countries is now disclaimed for 
the Pope of Rome, it is absolutely impossible to 
disclaim that power for the Qhurch of Rome. And 

3> The title of Bellarmine's sixth Chapter of the fifth book 
J>e Romano Poniifice is, '' Papain habere summam temporalem 
potestatem indirecte*** But one should suppose, that Bellarmine 
)iad said enough in this very chapter, to appease the anger of the 
Pope for his unguarded admission. For at the beginning of this 
very Chapter he says, ** Asserimus Pontificem, ut Pontificem, 
^ etsi. non habeat ullum mere temporalem potestatem, tametsi 
** habere in ordine ad bonum spirUuale summam potestaton dis- 
*' ponendi de femporatibus rebus omnium Christianorum.*' And in 
a subsequent part of the same Chapter he makes the following 
nice distinction. ** Non potest Papa, vt Papa^ ordinarie tern- 
<« porales Principes deponere, etiam justa de caus4, eo modo quo 
** deponit Episcopos, id est tanquam ordinarius Judex : tamen 
** potest mutare regna^ et uni auferre atque alteri conferre, tan- 
** quam summus Princeps spiritualis, si id necessarium sit ad 
** animarum sabUem." — Now, since Bellarmine, as appears from 
the disgrace which he incurred in consequence of his denying 
the direct power of the Pope, certainly did not represent the 
authority of the Pope, as greater, than the Pope himself con« 
Bidered his due, I should prefer this opinion of Bellarmine to the 
opinion of any University in France or Spain. 
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what consolation is it to know, that the Pope, ^i^ 
Pope (Papa, ut Papa, as Bellarmine distinguishes) 
renounces a power, if that power is claimed by the 
Church, of which he himself is the head ? 

III. 

That the Church of Rome claims a power in 
matters which are purely temporal, is evident from 
various Canons, which have been made by General 
Councils. The Canon which has attracted- the 
most attention, is the third Canon of the fourth 
Lateran Council, holden by Pope Innocent III. in 
the year 1215. The Canon is entitled, De hare- 
ticis, and the extirpation of heresy is the object of 
it ^\ But as the measures adopted for that purpose^ 

'' It begins, ^' Excommunicamus et anathematizamus omnem 
*' haeresim extollentem se adversus hanc sanctam, orthodoxam, 
^ Catholicam fidem, quam superlas exposuimuSy condemnantes 
'* universos luereticos, quibuscunque nominilnis censeanHtr,** And 
after a short interval it proceeds as follows, '^Moneantur autem 
** et inducantur, et si necesse fuerit per censuram ecclesiasticam 
** compellantur sisculares potestatesy quibuscunquejungantur ^-' 
*^ ciUi ut sicut reputari cupiunt et haberi fideles, ita pro defen- 
<' sione fidci prsestent publice jura^entum, quod de terris suae ju« 
<< risdictioni subjectis universos luereiicas ab ecclesia denotatos 
*^ bona Me pro viribus externunare studebunt: ita quodammodo^ 
*^ quandocunque quis fuerit in potestatem, sive spiritalem, sive 
" temporalem assumptus, hoc teneatur capitulum juramento fir- 
*< mare. Si vero dominus temporalis, requisitus et monitus ab Ec- 
<< clesi^ terram suam purgare neglexerit ab hac hsereticafoeditate, 
** per Metropolitanum et caeteros comprovinciales Episcopos ex- 
*^ communicationis vinculo innodetur. Et si satis^cere contemp* 
/ ** serit infra annum, signlficetur hoc sammo pontifici ; ut ex tunc 
** ipse 'oasallos ab ejtLsjidelitate denunciet absolutos^ et terram expo^ 
** nat Catholicis occupandam, qui eam^ exterminatishijereticis, sine 
** ulla contradictione possideant, et injuiei puritate conservents 

salva 
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amount to nothing less, than the deposing of temporal 
Lords in general, who refuse to assist in the extir* 
pation, the Advocates of the Church of Rome have 
employed every effort to evade the conclusions, which 
are drawn from it And with a view of shewing 
especially, that it cannot be applied to this kingdom, 
they have argued, first, that the term " heretic" in 
that Canon cannot include Protestants, because they 
did not then e^ist; and secondly, that the temporal 
Lords, against which the Canon exercises a deposing 
power, were only fetidal Lords, or such as held of 
a principal Lord, and consequently could not include 
a Lord paramount, like the King of England. Now 
tliroughout the whole Canon there is no such thing 
as a specification of heretics, either by this, or by 
that name ; they are mentioned in the most general 
manner possible; the Canon expressly includes uni* 
versos hareticos quibuscunque nominibus censeantur '\ 

<« salvo jure Domini principalis, dummodo super hoc ipse nullum 
'* prsestet obstaculuin> nee aliquod impedimentum opponat; 
'* eadem nihilominus lege servatd circa eos, qui wm habent Donii« 
** nos principales.'* Concilia Labbei et Cossartii, torn* XI. coL 148. 
^ Mr. Lingard at p. 43, of hi^ <* Review of certain Anti-Ca- 
tholic publications" has given a translation from that part of the 
third Canon which begins with the words, ^* Si vero dominus 
temporalis," &c. He says the Canon enacts, <*that if the Lord 
^ of a fee patronise the Albigenses, he shall be excommunicated 
<* by the Metropolitan and Bishops of the province; that if he does 
** not amende &C ;" and he prefixes inverted commas, from which 
his readers will conclude that he presents them with a translation 
firom the very words of the Canon. From what edition he has 
translated I cannot say ; but this I can positively assert, that the 
word *' Albigenses" doies not eanst in this Canon either in the well 
known edition of Labb6 and Cossart, which I have now before 
me, or in any edition, which I have ever seen. Indeed to the 

belt 
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There is no species of heresy therefore, to which the 
Canon does not apply : and as Protestants in general 
are called heretics by the Church of Rome, the 
inference is unavoidable, that Protestants are included 
in its application. That it applies only to feudal 
Lords is argued from the expression salvo jure 
domini principalis; but we must not forget what 
immediately follows, e^dem nihilominus lege servatd 
circa eos, qui dominos principales non habent For 
surely Lords, who have no principal^ must them^ 
selves be principal Lords". Nor is it possible 

best of my knowledge the tenn " Albigenses** does not occur in 
any one of the Canons made at the fourth Lateran Coundl. It 
was the third Lateran Council holden by Alexander III, not the 
fourth Lateran Council, holden by Innocent III, . in which the 
Waldenses and Albigenses were condemned. 

'' To evade the force of this inference it has been asserted, that 
the expression qui non habent dominos principales meant only per- 
sons whose estates were aUodial. But to have a principal lord 
(haber^AomiTkxxm principalem), and to hold of a principal lord 
ftenere a domino principal! ) are two totally difierent things. 
Spelman in his Glossarium Archseologicum explains ** AUo-i 
dium," as ** terra libera, quam quis a nemine tenet ;" but he addsj^ 
'* est sub domino districtus quoad protectionem et jurisdiction 
sem.^' Since then- it may be said of those who have allodial, 
property •* non tenent a dorainls principalibus,'* whereas it can- 
not be said of them ** noa habent dominos principales," the ex-< 
pression used in the Canon appears to be mappUcabh to them. 
But it certainly may be applied to those who are lords para^ 
mount, which was full enough for the purpose, either of In- 
nocent III, or of his successors. But says Sir J. C. Hippisley 
(Speech 1810, p. 73,) of the words domini principales^ " Ca«r 
^< tholtcs contend, and it seems with reason, that those words 
^*t cannot mean Sovereigns^ as Is often supposed, since they 
** occur in in the same manner in the constitution of Fro- 
^' derick 11^ which coold only bind his own vassals." This con- 
atitution is quoted by Mr, Lingard, p. ^ : bu$ in copying he 
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to have an expression more general, than that of 
Hsculares potestateSf quibuscimque fungantur offieiuk 
If we further ask in what manner the authority^ 
which proposed the law, has itself construed the law, 
we shall find that it does apply to the Sovereigns of 
England »\ 

has made two mistakes. For in Goldasti Constitutiones Imperial 
lesy torn. II. p. 295» whence his copy is taken, we find ** salvo jure 
domini temporaUs^*' where he has copied '* salvo jure domini 
principalis i*' and '^non habentdominos temporalei principales," 
where he has copied ^^non habent dominos principales/' and 
emitted the word " temporales." But even if the very same ex- 
pressions bad been used by the Emperor, which had been used 
by the Pope, it would still be no necessary consequence, that 
the Emperor and the Pope used them in the same sense. 

^ To say nothing of former excommunications, it will be su£> 
ficient to quote the bull of excommunication publiished by PiusV. 
against Queen Elizabeth in 1569, and re-published by Sixtus V. 
in 1588. This Bull is entitled, " S. D. N. Pii Papse V. Sententia 
€* declaratoria, contra Elizabetham praetensam Anglis Reginam, 
c^ et ei adkierentes Hcereticos. Qu^ etiam dedarantur absoluti 
. <* omnes subditi ajuramentofidelitatis^ et quocnnque alio debito : 
** etdeinccpsobedientesanathemateillaqueantur." The Bull itself 
begins as follows : ** Regnans in excelsis, cui data est omnis in 
'< coelo et in terrd potestas, unam sanctam apostolicam et catho- 
** licam ecclesiam, extra quaminuHa est sains y uni soli in terris, vi-* 
^ delicet apostolorum princ; .^etro, Petrique successori Romano 
'• Pontrficiy inpotestatispkniti^dins trajidit gubemandam. Hunc 
" imum super omnes gentes et omnia Regna principem constituity'* 
ftc. And the sentence of excommunication and deposition is deli- 
vered in the following words : <* De apostolicae dignitatis plenitu- 
'^ dine declaramus praedictam Elizabetham hsereticam, etheereti-* 
*' corum fautricem, eiqueadhaerentesinpraedictis anathematis sen- 
** tentiam incurrisse, esseque a Christi corporis unitate praecisos: 
*' quinetiam ipsam prsetenso regni praedicti jure, necnon omni et 
I* quocunqne dominioy dignitate privilegioque privatum : et item 
'* proceres, subditos^ et populos dicti Regni, et caeteros omnes, 
** qui illi quandocunque juraverunt, ajuramento hujusmodif ac 

** omni 
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Bat there is a Decree of the Council of Trenl; 
in which ^^ the Emperor, Kings, Dukes, Princes/' &c. 
are specifically named '^ It rdates not indeed to 
heresy ; it relates to duelling ; but it is no less an 
invasion of temporal rights '^ For all who fight 
duels as well as their seconds, are by this Decree not 
only excommunicated, but incur iht forfeiture of all 
their goods '^. Now whatever punishment may be 
due in such cases, it is not the province of an eccle^^ 
9iastical Council to punish by the confiscation of 
private property : and the very attempt is a gross 
violation of the temporal rights vested in independent 
states, to which alone the subjects of those states are 
amenable, and not to any foreign ecclesiastical power* 
But this is not all. For ^ the Emperor, Kings, Dukes, 
^^ Princes," &c. are in the same Decree declared 
" eo ipso excommunicated '*," if they suffer duelling in 
their territories. And moreover the city, castle, or 
place, in which the duel was fought, is withdrawn 
from their jurisdiction ^^ It may be urged indeed^ 

*' omni prorsus dominii^JldelitaHs^ et ohsequii deUto perpetuo ahso^ 
'* lutos ; prout nos illos prsesentium auctoritate t^solvlmus, et 
(* privamus eandem Elizabethan! pretenso jure Rogni, aliisque 
'< omnibus supradictis." The whole of this document is pre* 
served in Camdeni Annalesy Tom. I. pp. 179 — 181. ed 1615. 
On the papal usurpation of Supremacy both in this and in 
other States, I particularly recommended Lord Clarendon's adr 
mirable Work entitled, Religion and Policy. 

^' Imperator, Reges, Duces, Principes, &c« 

^^ It was made at the twenty-fiflh Session, and is contained 
at p. ccxxxi. of the edition quoted in this Work. 

^ Qui vero pugnam commiserint, et qui eoruin patrini vocan- 
tur, excommunicatiohis, ac omnium bonorum suorum jproscriptio' 
niSf ac perpetuae infamiae poenam incurrant. 

^ £o ipso sint excommunicati. 
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that such a law, made merely by ecclesiastical au* 
thority, which has not the power of erfforcing it, is ' 
nothing better than a brutum fulmen. Bat it must 
be remembered, that the Church of Rome commands 
obedience,, not by the sword of civil justice, but by 
the dread of spiritual censures. And as long as 
either Kings, or their subjects have the weakness to 
believe, that excommunication from the Church of 
Rome is exclusion from salvation^ unless atonement 
be made, such as satisfies the Church| they will be 
willing slaves of its authority. 

In explanation however, and likewise in defence, 
of such Acts of General Councils, they have been 
lately represented as a sort of General Parliament^ 
deriving their authority, as well from temporal as 
from spiritual power. But whoever examines the 
convocation, the celebi'ation, the signatures, and the 
confirmation of a General Council, will find that it is 
wholly and solely ecclesiastical. Who convoked; 
for instance, this very Council of Trent? Pope 
Paul III. as appears from his Bull of Indiction**.— 
Who presided at the Council? Three Legates of 
the Pope*'.— Who were the persons, whose sig^ 
natures were affixed to its Canons and Decrees ? 

^ The Bulla indictionis of Paul III., is prefixed to the De- 
crees of the Coucil. When Julius III., succeeded to Paul III., 
the Council was continued by a BuUa Resumptionis. See p. 
ZiXVti. And when Pius IV. became Pope, the Council was 
continued and concluded by the authority of the BuUa celebra* 
twnis Concilii Tridentini. See p. cxvii. 

^' The three Legates haying been named in the Bull of Indic- 
tion the second, third, fourth, fifth, &c., Sessions, begin with Sa- 
crosancta Tridentina Synodus, in Spiritu Sancto legitime congre-t 
gata, f » edprasidentibm eisdem tribus Aposiolica sedis Legatis^ Sfc. 
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Four Legates of the Pope, two Cardinals, three Patri^ 
arcbs, twenty-five Archbishops, a hundred and 
sixty-eight Bishops, seven Abbots, thirty-nine Proc* 
tors of absent Ecclesiastics, and sevien Generals of 
Monastic Orders **. — By whom were its Canons and 
Decrees finally confirmed? By the Pope himself, 
as appears from the Confirmatio Concilii ^^ It is clear 
therefore, that the Council had no temporal character 
of any kind belonging to it. That temporal am- 
bassadors from different Princes were at Trent, 
during the time that the Council was holden, is 
perfectly true: and they intrigued perhaps with 
the Cardinal Legates. But the Acts of the Council 
itself derived their whole validity firom ecclesiastical 
authority. Again^ if we inquire into the character 
of the persons, who composed the fourth Lateran 
Council in 1215, we shall find that Ecclesiastics, 
and Ecclesiastics aUme were summoned to that 
Council ^. Indeed, if it were otherwise a General 
Council would not represent the Church. Let us 
hear what the Professor of Divinity at Maynooth says 
on this subject In his treatise De Ecclesid Christi, 

♦* See p. ccxxxviil. 

^ lb. The Confirmation of the Council ends with the fol- 
lowing words : ** Confirmamus atque ab omnibus Christi fideli- 
*^ bus recipi^ et inviolabiliter observari mandamus in nomine Pa- 
** tris, et Filii, et Spiritus sancti/* Amen. 

^ Eodem anno 1215, vocatt sunt a Papa Innocentio Roms ad 
Concilium Generale Pralati universalis Ecclesise, Patriarcha sci ^ 
Kcet, Archiepiscopif Episcapiy Frimicerii^ Archidiaconiy Decan^ 
cathedralium Ecclesiarufn^ Abbates^ PrioreSf Templariiy et Hos^ 
piUdariif ut comparerent in praesentid Domini Papa in urbe 
Rom^y Kalendis Novembris, sicut canonicam vitare voluerunt 
ultionem. Coficilia Labba et Cassartii, torn. XL p. 238. 
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be has a Chapter entitled, '' Of the infallibility of tht 
*' Church assembled in General Councils ^' :" he dib^ 
fines a Council as '^ a lawful congregation of Bishopfp 
** assembled to give judgment in things relating to 
'^ the faith, the tnorab, and the discipline of the 
'' Church^:" and he declares that <' the Roman 
^' Pontifl^ in consequence of his 'Ptinuicy, camokes 
^' General Councils by ordinary right, presides over 
'^ them, either by himself or by his Legates, and 
'^confirms them^V It was the Church of Rome 
therefore, represented in the Council of Tren^ 
which claimed the right of exconvnunicating Kin^ 
and depriving their subjects of their private property. ^ 
It was the Church of Rome, represented in the 
fourth Lateran Council, where Innocent IIL pre^^^ 
aided in person, which claimed the right of extermi» 
Dating heretics, and of deposing Princes, if they 
refused to assist 

It is urged indeed, that such Decrees relate 
merely to the discipline of the Church, which must 
be carefully distinguished from Decrees on J)actrinesu 
It is urged, that the Church of Rome claima 
infallibility, in regard only to the latter / as if no 
Decree, or Law, could be bindings unless the power^ 
which made it, were infallible. But it is a nds^ 
take, that the infallibility claimed by the Church 

4^ De infallibiliuite Eedesia in Condliis generalSnis eongrc* 
gatae. P. 164/ 

^ Concilium est legitima Epliepporum congregatio, ut judi* 
dum de us ferant, quae zdjldem, morti, et Ecdesia? diteipiinam 
pertinent. lb. 

^' Roroanus Pontifezy rstione sui primatib, Concilia gene* 
ralia jure ordinarib convocai^ iUis prattt, td per se^ vd per 
JLegatos, et iibkco^ffnat^ P« 870. 
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^ Rbfoe is confin^Kl to Doctrines, or Articles of 
^aith. If dalms infeliibility|. not only in things 
pertaining to Faiths kttt in things pertaining to 
M^raU. .Hne Roman Catechism which is official 
linthority, says expressly, that " the Church camiot 
** err in delivering rules for faith and morals **•** 
iEven the Council of Trent, in the Decree made at 
the Fourth Sej^ion, extends the Traditions^ which il 
receives as equal with Scripture, both (o Fdth and 
to Morale. Hence ull Catholics, es Bellarmine 
0ays, are agreed ii^ the' opinion, that the Pope, with. 
« General Council i^annet err in respect to faith and 
teoRALs**. And the Professor of IMvinity at May** 
fiooth appears to ^o still further. He spealts '^ of 
^^ the inkltibiltty of the Church assembled in Greneral 
■* Councils,'* and speaks of it without any reservati(Hi^ 
Again, he asserts that ^^ Couficils, "which are general 
in their convocation and celebration are infallible ** ;^ 
knd the assertion is ticcompanied with no limitation* 
Bince then be declares, that the objects of a General 
•Council ^Tt Faithy MoraU^ and Disciplined^ one 
toight conclude, that he not only agreed with all 
Vjther Romish writers in comprehending FaiM, and 
Mforals within the claim W infallibility, but that hie 
Extended that claim also to Discipline. And to 
R certain degree he undoubtedly ^s, though thc^ 

^ Haec una Ecclesia errare non pdest in fii>si ac mohvm 
disciplmi.tradeDdd. P. 83* 1587. 

^ Turn ad Fidem^ tarn ad Mores, See the whde pa808g9 in 
Note 8, to Chap. II. 

^ De Romano Poatific^ lib/lY* cq^^ 

«" P. 166. 

1^ See Note 46. 



Chaf. X. Churches of England and Rome. 9Sf 

distinction which he makes, is so refined, that I shall 
not attempt an analysis, but merely state his own 
words in a Note ^'. 

Now if the Church of Rome claims infallibility 
kl things pertaining both to faith and to morals^ 
I would ask, whether the Decree Against* duelling 
does not come under the latter description. Though 
it has certainly no reference to an article of faith, it 
is a subject, in which the morals of mankind are 
very deeply involved. And with respect to the third 
Canon of the fourth Lateran Council, it is not very 
easy to bring it within tiiat predicament, within 
which the Advocates of the Church of Rome have 
usually placed it« They assert, that the first and 
second Canons relate to Doctrines^ but that the 
third and following Canons relate only to Discipline. 
Now if the second Canon relates to Doctrine, the 
third must also relate to Doctrine. The second 
Canon is entitled De errore Abbatis Joachim ; it 
begins ^' Damnamus et reprobamus libellum sive 
tractatum, quam Abbas Joachim edidit, &c. :^ wd, 
that particular heresy having been condemned, the 
Council proceeds in the third Canon^ to condemn 
heresy in general in the following terms, ^'Excom- 
municamus etanathematizamuso^/memhaeresim, &c.^ 
Undoubtedly therefore the third C^sion is no less 
a Canon about Doctrine, than the second. It is 

.'^Bcelesia ];a!B habet ^ssncieKidi iirticidosDiJC^ffiia; et ubi 
X certo ac finoo Decrpto illos proponit, cam. intontione omnes Eiv 
^e^ias obligandi, non pateit errare eo sensu, quod ill^ Disciplina^ 
vel cumdoctrina fidei non consentiat, vel bonis moribus adverse* 
Cur/'vel in iki, in quibus prflescribitur circumstantiisy religioni 
Christianse sit noeiyau P. 196. 

P S 
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traei tbiit the punishment denounced against heresy 
ttay be considered as a matter of disdpUm : and 
very severe dbcipline it is, when heretics are ester* 
ndnated^ abd the Kings of heretics deposed. 

But what has a Protestant King to apprehend from 
Canons oo Discipline, ^hen they have no validity 
in any country, which has not received and pub* 
lisbed them ? This question is frequently put, and 
b sujfiosed to be put with great success. But it 
involves such a confusion of terms, that it answers no 
other purpose, than to perplex the subject When 
we speak of the validity of an Act of Parliament, 
as soon as it has received the Royal Assent, every one 
knows what is meant by it In this sense of the 
word^ the Acts of the Council of Trent can in 
a Protestant State have no validity whatever, whe-* 
tiier they relate io faith^ or to morals^ or to discipline* 
And if in that Protestant State there are persons, 
who profess the religion of Rome, their obedience 
to those Decrees is no obedience, which the State 
l^qui^s^ In a legal sense therefore validity is out 
of tile question. And with respect to Decrees^ 
which excommunicate Kit^s for disobeying the 
orders of the Churchy like the Decree against 
during made by the Council of Trent, one should 
suppose that no King, unless actually enslaved by 
the spiritual tyranny of the Romish Church, would 
acknowledge such a Decree as a law in his donanions. 
But if a Protestant Kii^ has subjects^ who ara 
enthralled by the Church of %tnne, its Decrees even 
m Discipline will so far hi valid, jus those in&tuated 
subjects may tliink it their duty to obey. In ibk 
sens^ and in tliis sense alomf, have the mandatiei of 
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Rome validity in these dptninions. But it is a kind 
of validity, which might overturn, as well the State, 
as the Church of England. The right of excom* 
municating Kings, is espresdy claimed by the 
Council of Trent; which therefore has recognised 
the similar power, which had been claimed by the 
Lateran Council. The Canon therefore of the 
Lateran Council is not a dead letter^ as many have 
pretended. The Council of Trent has not repealed, 
but confirmed it ^^ Nor is it in the power of all the 
Universities of France and Spam to explain away 
what has been ratified by a General Council. If the 
interpretation of the law contradicts the letter of the 
law, the interpretation is not to be trusted. The best 
interpreters of the Romish* ecclesiastical law are the 
Popes themselves. And their practical illustrations 
in excommunicating Sovereigns of this country afford 
a better rule for our conduct, than the the&retical 
opinions of the Parb or Salamanca Divines ^K 

s* Nothing can be more unfounded, than the pretence, that 
the teneu of the Church of Rome are at preaent diffisrent from 
what Otiey firmeriy were. It is whollj impouMe to make an 
alteration in things decreed by an authority pronoimced infidUhUs 
for it would be a tacit admission of previous error. But thia 
infallibility, according to a2/ Romish writers, includes every thing 
pertaining Ui faith and mor(d$ : and» according to the theologi* 
cal Lectures given at Maynooth, it includes also, in a certain, 
degree, what relates even to dUcipUng. See Notes 48 — 53. Such 
a Church is altogether incapable of change. And even if it 
%nere capable of change, the oaihs^ which are taken by the Bi* 
shops and beneficed Clergy, would prevent a change. 

'' The first question proposed to the foreign Universities was • 
this, ** Has the Pope or Cardinals, or any body of men, or any 
<* individual of the Church of Rome any civil authority, power, 
*' jurisdiction, and pre-eminence whatever within the realm of 

" England ?*• 
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IV. 

Let us now consider the two oaths 6f fidelity,' 
i^hich are taken by the Romish Clergy. One of 
them is taken by the beneficed Clergy in general; 
the other is taken by Bishops at their consecration^ 
and again by Archbishops, when they receive the 
Pallium. The former is a part of the Trent Pro- 
fession of Faith, M'hich was given at length in the 
sixth Chapter, for the purpose of exhibiting the 
Romish Creed. But that part, which properly con- 
tains the oath^ it is now necessary to repeat. 

*f I acknowledge the Holy^ CatholiCf and Apih 
" sioUc Church of Rome to be the mother and mistress 
" of all Churches; and I promise and swear true 
'^ obedience to the Ronton Pontiff^ successor of the 
•* Prince of the Apostles St^ Peter, and the Vice^ 
'* gerefit of Jesus Christ. Further I do, without. 
" doubti receive and profess all other things, which 
*^ have been delivered, defined, and declared by the 
^^ sacred Canons, and cscumenical Councils, espeaally 
^^ by the Holy Council of Trent; and all things 
" contrary thereunto, and all heresies of whatsoever 
•' kind, which have been condemned, rejected, and 
" anathematized by the Church, I in like manner 
^* condemn, reject, and anathematize* This true 
'^ Catholic Faith, out qfxvhich no one can he savedj 

f* England?'' — But the question should hav-e run thus, Does thlB 
Church o£ Rome claim any j^VtViia/ authority, which may qffkcf 
temporal concerns within the reabn of England. The Universities 
denied that the Pope has any ciW authority in this country* Bu^ 
they could not have denied, that the Church of Rome claims 
a spiritual authority, which deeply afficts the temporal concerim 
of this Kingdom. 
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'' which hf that presents I prof ess and terify ho^ 
'^ I do promise^ ww^ and swear^ mosi jirmbf 
" to keep, and confess (by God's help) entire and 
^^ifmolate to the last breath of my life; and that 
'^ IwiU take care, as far as in me Iks, that the same 
*^ be holdenj taught^ and preadied by all, who are 
'^ subject to my controul^ and who are connected zoilh 
^' my charge. So help me God^ and these the holy 
''Gospels of God 'V 

This oath, by a Decree of the CduncB of Tretit, 
and a Bull of Pope Pius IV., is required to be taken 
by all beneficed Clergymen, in the presence of their 
Bishop, or his Official ; and if they are members of 
a Chapter, they are required to repeat it b the 
Chapter ". Now, as the Canons and Decrees of tha 
Council of Trent are holden in such high estimation 
at the College of Maynooth, that even in points of 
DiscipHne-they are considered as a ^' Manual of thd 
Clergy ''," we might conclude without further inform 
mation, that this oath was taken by the beneficed 
Romish Clergy in Ireland. But if any doubt ret 
mained, that doubt woqld be removed by the decla* 
ration of Dr. Troy, titular Archbishop of Dublin, 
who says, that it is taken only '* on the appointment 
to a benefce^^ ;" that is, that the oath is taken only 

^ The Latin original, of which this is a translation, has been 
•IreadygivenmNoteSI to Ch.VI. It is annexed also with the Butl 
of Pope Vm IV., to the Acts of the Council oi Trent, in the Col« 
lection published by Labbi and Cossart, Tom, XIV. col. 944*. 

'^ See Notes 17» 18, to Chap. VI, The oath is of courao 
» taken in the words of the Latin original, or the s^me form would 
not be every where observed. 

»» See,NoteSl toCb^IL 

'^ See Dn Troy's Letter, in the Second Appendix to Sir|, 
C. Hippisley'B Speech of 1810, p. 24, 25. 
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irhete tbe Coimdl of Trent reqaire^, that it shall be 
taken. But still the great body of the Romiah Clergy 
in Ireland will sooner or later be appointed to some 
benefice, and therefore will sooner or later take the 
oath* Indeed we want only to know, that tliey who 
are m possasum of an office, take the oath of office. 
But whoever swears, that he holds the Church of 
Rome to be the mistress of all Churches must 
necessarily be hostile to the Church, which is now 
established. He must consider it as hb duty to use 
every effort in regaining for the mistress^ what is now 
usurped by the servant. Again, whoever swears, 
that he ^* without doubt, receives and professes all 
** other things, which have been delivered, defined, and 
'* declared by the sacred Canons, and oecumenical 
^' Councib," undoubtedly swears to that, which is 
inconsistent with the allegiance due to his lawful 
Sovereign. It is useless to declare, that when he 
swears *' obedience to the Pope,'' he means obedience 
only in spirituals: for among the things, which 
have been delivered, defined, and declared by the 
sacred Canons uid oscumenical Councils, there are 
things, which afiect as much the State of ' this 
country, as they do the established Church ^^ The 
Canons, which relate to Discipline, no less than the 
Canons which relate to Faith and Morals, will be 
considered as binding by the person, who swears to 

^ Dv« Delahogue himself, In reference to such Canons and 
Decrees of (Seneral Councib, says, ^ Ex his omnibus Concifio* 
** rum genevallum Decretis, ex quibus Patres adversus Haretieos^ 
^ vel quoquomodo eis IMeOes, pcenas temporales cumulani cum 
^ spiritualibus, m^nifestum est Eccksiam credidisse^ se a Christo 
«< aliquam accepisse {K>te9(atem in TemforaUlm*' De EcdeaiA 
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receive them all This very oath therefore confutes 
the argument, which is founded on the distinction 
between the obligation of Canons relating to Doctrine^ 
and the obligation of Canons relating to Discipline *'. 

^' Sir J« C. Hippisleyy in his Speech, May 18» 1810» says in 
fi Note at p. 71 y *^ The diBtinction between canons of faith and 
** discipline, and the relative obligation imposed by them, should 
** ever be kept in view in the discussion of thi» question." In- 
deed this distinction is perpetually urged ; the former being re- 
presented as binding, but not the latter. Now if a man nseart 
to both, he is hound by both. On the other hand, if the Romish 
Clergy in Ireland have really the cation of accepting or rejecting 
the Canons on Discipline, it is no consolation to know, diat they 
mgkt reject them, if they wndd^ when we have proof that they 
do w^ reject them. It is useless to argue from a distinction of 
iiamef, when equal reception is given to the thingi. 

But not only the Canons qfCouncik^ which relate to Dis- 
cipline, are thus received by the Romish Clergy in Ireland : the 
bare Decree of a Pope^ relating to discipline, though not sanc- 
tioned by a Council, is declared to be valid in the theological Lec- 
tures at Maynooth. At p. 368 of the treatise De EcdesiB ChrUH 
Is maintained the following proposition : ** Romanus Pontifex^W 
habet condendi Decreta, quse ad omnes et singtdas Ecckiias di- 
rigantur.'^ He then proceeds, ** Probatur l*^ pro Decretis dt 
Fide" &c. He afterwards proceeds, ** Probatur 2^^ De rebus 
*' DucipUme universalis leges sancire posse S. Pondficem, quae, 
** servatis servandis, omnes Ecdesias pbUgandi vim habent. QuoC 
<^ enim DiscipUmt capita, qu<e arctissimam, sive cujn dogmate^ 
** nve cum bono regimine Ecclesiae connexionem habent ! Ergo 
«< jus de his decernendi pertinere debet ad Romanum Pontificem, 
** cui incumbit universalis Eccl^iae cura.'' If the Pope thenmakea 
a Decree on Discipline, and that Decree has any connexion either 
With Doctrine, or with the toell'gooeming of the Church, that De- 
cree, according to the principles maintained in the College of 
Maynooth, is a Decree which ought to be obeyed. When mch 
principles are maintained', there is no latitude, which may not 
be given to the efficacy of papal authority. The Pope may 
4eeni, that the well-governing of the Church requires the ex- 

communicatioa 
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Let the third Canoi\ then of tiie fourth Lateraa 
Council; be called only a Canon aboyt Disciplme^ 
and the whole body of the beneficed Clergy inrlre^ 
land, who belong to the Romish Church, are bound 
by their oath to obey it. The right to excom- 
municate and depose Princes, who refuse to assist in 
the extirpation of heresj^ is acknowledged therefore 
by this oath of fidelity to the Pope ^*. And how thi3 
oath of fidelity to the Pope is compatible with the 
oath of allegiance to the King, is more than all thu 
casuists in the Church of Rome will be able to explain* 

Gommunication and deposition of his Majesty, and tibe DecrcQ 
will come under the predicament, ** jus de hU decemendi perr 
*^ tinere debet ad Romanum Pontificem.'^ Of diis tenet we find! 
a very good explanation given by Bellarmine : ** Potest ac d^tei 
** Pontifex omnibos Christianis e&jubere atque ad ea cogeref ad 
^* quae quilibet eorum, secundum statum suum tenetur, id est^ 
** singulos cogere, ut eo modoDeo serviant, quo secundum statum 
** suum debent. Debent autem Reges Deo servire defend^Mlo 
** Ecclesiam, et puniendo haretkos et sekumatkoi. — Ergo potest 
'< ac debet Regibus ju^f , ut hoc faciaot, et nisi fecerint, etiam 
*' cogere per excommunicationem aUasque commodoi raiiones*'* 
De Romano Pontifice, lib. Y. cap. 6. 

** In p. 20. of Sir J. C. Hippisley's Speech on April 24, 
1812, we find the following passage relative to the deposing 
power ; '< That many individual Popes have held and have acted 
** upon such principles is but too well substantiated ; but it is 
** contended by the Catholics, that no General Council^ nor th^ 
*^ See of Rome, properly recognised as such in Cathedrd^ ever 
'< declared such Doctrines to be the Doctrines of the Church.*' 
I But if they have not declared them to be the Docirines of tha 
Church, have they not declared them tQ he the Discipline of di0 
Church ? If such things are declared by General Councils, and 
moreover if such declarations become rules of action^ of what 
consequence is it to those, vfho/eel the action, whether it goes 
by the name of Doctrine or Discipline ? When a man is knocked 
down, does he think it necessary to ask, whether ti»e club i» of 
l^lm, ot of oaki 
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The oath taken by Bishops at thmr Consecration; 

ivhich is a very long one, is contained in the Pc^- 

tificale Romanum Ckmentis VIIL PorU. Max.jumc ., 

rutitutum atque editum. Roma \59&.fol. Anothei' 

edition of this Pontifical was published at Paris in 

1664, by the title Pontificate Romanum Ckmentis 

VIIL primum, nunc denuo Urbani VIIL auctoritc^tc^ 

recognitum. 1 have examined the Episcopal oath 

in both editions, and have discovered no difference; 

I will copy it therefore as contained at p. 79. of the 

former, and at p. 69. of the latter edition *'. ^ Ego 

** N. Ekctus Eccksia N. ab hac hora in antea 

^^Jidelis, et obediens ero beato Petro Apostoio, 

•* sanct deque Romance Ecclesia, et Domino nostro, 

" Domino N# Pi^^e i^^suisque successoribus canonke 

^* intrantibus. Non ero in consiliOj aut consensu^ 

" wl fdcto^ ut vitarh perdant, aut membrum ; seu 

" capidntur mala captione ; aut in eos violenter ma^ 

'^ nus quomodolibet ingerantur ; vel injurice aliqutt 

" inferantur, quovis quasito colore. Consilium vero, 

- * quodmiki credituri sunt^ per $e^ aut Nuntios suos^ 

** seu litteraSj ad eorum damnum^ me sciente, nemini 

^' pandam. Papatum Romanum, et Regalia sancti 

" Petri adjutor eis ero ad retinendum, et defenden^^ 

" dum, salvo meo ordine *♦, contra omnem hominem. 

^^ Several Engiish translations have heen already given of this 
oath, but I do not know, that the original Latin has been given 
in any of the late publications. And I give it dily in the Latin,' 
because the meaning of several passages has been disputed. 

^4 Of the words sahe meo ordme we find the following expla- 
nation at p. 10, of the Notes to Sir J« C* Hippisley's Speech of 
April 24, 1812,whi9h explanation is taken from Fatlier 0*Leary'« 
Answer to the Bishop of Cloyne. He says, *< In the midst of it 
^* is inserted in expresB wgrdsi a saving claasOj which speaks thd 

^* dignity 
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'^ Legatum ApastoUca s€£s in eundo^ et redeundo 
^* honorqfice tractabo, et in suis necessitatibus a^u^ 
'' vabo. JurOy honores^ pnoUegia, et atictoritatem 
*' Sancia Romana Eccksia, Daniini nostri Papce 

^ dignity of Catholic Bishops, and reconcOes their allegiance to 
*^ tJ^ respecHve Sovereigns, with the eanonical obedience due 
^ to the Head Pastor; * Saho meo ordineJ This clause does 
^ away every difficulty» and leaves the Sceptre in the Prince's 
** hands, while it leaives the Censer in the hands of the PontiC 
— *'Now every one who reads this explanation of saho meo ordinCf 
which 18 here said to have been << inserted^'* will conclude, that 
it has been fa^e/y inserted, and inserted as a saving clause of al« 
legiance to the King* But it isso fiur from being a modem in- 
sertion, that it has um/brmly occupied a place in the Episcopal 
oath. The very edition, from which the copy in the text was 
taken, was printed at Rome in 1595, by authority of Pope Cle- 
ment VIIL It is again in the edition published in 1664 by au-^ 
thority of Pope Urban VIIL It is contamed also in editions 
which preceded that of 1595 ; for instance, in the Venice edition, 
of 1561. It must have been contained also in Manuscripts of the 
Pontifical: for the Preface to the edition of 1595 declares that, 
** nihil ab antiquis Pontificalium codicibus— — alienum aut dift* 
<* crepans irrepserit*' Consequently the clause ** salvo meo or* 
^ dine*' could not have been inserted as a saving clause of alle- 
giance to the Protestant Kings ^England, Besides, if it had 
been intended as a saving clause of allegiance to the King, it 
would have been expressed, not by < salvo meo ordine,' but by 
* salvo meo rege,' or * salvo jure mei regis,' or some similar ex- 
pression. There cannot be a doubt that * ordine' means * ordine 
monastico,* In former times, when this oath was first used, it sel- 
dom happened, that a man was consecrated Bishop, who had not 
previously belonged to some monastic Order, the rights of which 
he was particularly pledged to defend, and of which the monastic 
Orders were particularly jealous. In taking therefore an oath of 
obedience to the Pope, it was deemed necessary to stipulate, that 
such obedience should not prejudice the privileges of his aofn 
Order. But to pretend, that the clause was inserted for the pur- 
pose of saving allegiance to the Kings of England, is so absuf^ 
tljat w^ may justly wonder it could ever obtain credit* 
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** etsuccessorumpra^ctorum^ camervaref defendere^ 
'* augerCy prommert curabo. Neque ero in cansilio^ 
^^ vel factOj scu tractatu, in quibus contra ipsutn 
^ Damnum nostrum^ vel eandem Romanam Eccle* 
'' mm aligua sinistra, vel pr<^dicialia personarum^ 
^* juris, honoris, status, et potestatis eorum machi-^ 
^* nentur. Et, si talia a quibuscumque tractari, vd 
^^procurari nmero, in^ediam hoc pro posse, et 
** quanto citius potero, significabo eidem Domino 
" nostro, vel alteri, per quern possit ad ipsius no^ 
*^ titiam perv'enire. Regulas sanctorum Patrum, 
^^decreta, ordinationes, seu dispositiones, reserva^ 
^* tiones, provisiones, et mandata apostoUca, totis 
'^ viribus observabo, et faciam ab aliis observari. 
^* Hareticos, schismaticos, et rebelles eidem Domino 
" nostro, vel suecessoribus pradictis pro posse per^ 
*^sequar, et impugnabo^K Vocatus ad synodum, 

*' This sentence Pope Plus VI., by a Bescript dated June 
179]> '* was graciously pleased to grant'* that the Irish Bishops 
night omit. (See No. XVI. of Sir J. C. Hippisley's Appendix.) 
Since then they have the option^ I conclude that Uiey do omit it; 
though we have no positive ^idence on the subject, as the oath 
is not taken publicly in a court of justice, but by the Bishop 
idect, kneeling before the consecrating Archbishop, and reading 
the oath (as stated in the rubric) de verbo ad verbum. But the 
Cardinals, who communicated the pleasure of his Holiness, con- 
soled them for the omission by declaring that *' the pursuit and 
^ opposition to heretics, which the Bishops undertake, are to be 
** be understood as referring to their soUcihide and ^ffwirim con^ 
^ vincing heretics of their error, and procuring their recoTidliation 
^ wUh the Catholic Church.'*" (lb. fl>.) In like manner, Dr. Dela- 
bogue (p. 263) in quoting the third Canon of the fourth Late- 
ran Council inserts in a parenthesis after the words Htereticis 
exterminatiSf the explanation id est, vi vods exputns. Now tlie 
extermination of heretics by the fprce of voords is a task too diffi- 
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^ wniamj nisi prapeditus fuero canomca prape- 
*^dithne. Apoitolorum limna nngulis trienniis 
** personaUfer per me ipmm visitabo ; et Domino 
^ nostrOf ac iuccessoribm prafatis rationem reddam 
^ de toto meo pastorali q^cio, ac de rebus omnibus 
** ad mea Ecclesia statum^ ad cleri, et populi disci" 
^ pUtutm^ animarum denique, qu<e meajidsi tradita 
^ sufUf salutem qttovis modo pertinentibus, et vichsim 
^^ mandata Apostolica humiliter redpiam et qumn 
^ diUgentissime exequar. Quod si legitimo impe^^ 
^ dimento detentus Juero, prafata omnia adimpkbo 
^^per cerium Nuntium ad hoc speciak mandatum 
** habentemy de gremio mei CapituUy aut alium in 
- dignitate Ecclesiastica constitutumj seu alias per* 
^^ sanatum habentem ; auty his mihi defidentibus^ per 
^ iUoscesanum Sacerdotem ; et clero deficient e omnino, 
^ per aliquem alium Presbyterum scecularemy veU 
" regularemy spectatce probitatis, et religionism de 
" supradictis omnibus plcne instructum. De hujus-^ 
" flworfi autem impedimento docebo per legitimas pro^ 
** bationes ad Sancta Romans Ecclesia Cardinalem 
** Proponentem in Congregations sacri Concilii^, 
^* per supradictum Nuntium transmittendas. 

" Possessiones vero ad mensam meam pertinentes 

cult even for the Church of Rome, And, when Hereties arp 
denounced as Rebels to mj Lord the Pope^ Che Bishop who 
swears " pro posse persequar et io^ugnabo/' does not show a 
very paternal solicitude. 

*^ For the words Cardinalem proponentem in Congregatiane «»• 
' cri Concilii are now substituted the words Cardinalem pr^e/ectum 
sacra Congregationis de propaganda fde. The reason of this 
alteration is that the College (ffj^ropagan^,/^ is the Collegia 
with which .the Romish Prelates in Ireland hold their Corrc;. 
Ijipondence, as appears from the Letter inserted in No. XVI. of 
the above-quoted Appendix. 
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^* nm^ vendam^ nee donabOy neque in^gnardio ; nee 
^^ de mvo infeudabo^ vel aUqm mado aiiembo^ eiiam 
'^ cum consemuy Capituii £cckiia me(e^ incanmlto 
** Ronumo Pontifice. Et d adaUquam aHemttianem 
^ devrnier^j p(enas in quadam super hoe ediia cm- 
** 9tifuiume contentoij eo ipso ineurrere voh. 

*^ Sie me Deus odjtMoetf et Iubc sancta Dei 
*" Evangeik%'' 

Such is the oath of fidelity to the Pope of Rome, 
whidi is taken by the Romish Bishops in Ireland, 
with the exoeptioDs already noted. The motive to 
the principal alteration, which consists; in the omisi^ion 
oS the words BareticoSf Scfdsmaticos, &c« is stated 
in the following representation to Pope Pius VI. *• 
^^ The Archbishops Metropolitans of the Kingdom of 
/^ Ireland represoited to bis Holiness, that from the 
** igQorance or malice of some persons, certain e^ 

^ To tliis oa^the Romish Bishops in Ireland now add the 
.(^Uowiiig aentenoe : Hcc tminia et Singula eo invioiabilios ob- 
.*< servabo, quo certior aim in^ illis nihil contineri, quod fidelitati 
** meae erga Serenissimum Magnse Britanniae et Hiberniae Re-^ 
^* gem, ejusque ad thronum successores debltae, adversari pos- 
ait/' See Sir J, C. Hippisley's Supplementary Appendix, p. 24. 
^Tlijs additioni with the omission stated in Note 65, and the 
,^keratton stated im ¥hte 669 make the sum total of the di&r- 
enc^ between the form now used in Ireland, and the form which 
\b printed in the Pontificale Romanum* 

*** No. XVI. of Sir J. C. Hippisley's Appendix to his Speech 
«f 1«10. Tfaefvefsise'date of the representation does not appear : 
'iHit, as die Pope's Anawer is'dated June 9, 1791, the re^resenta- 
'4icto itsdf must hwe been made early in that year; About that 
-time the Oatbolio Questioii, as it is called, was a subject of much 
^'infestigatioil in Ireland ; and the most obnoxious passage in die 
-Episcopal oath Wing excited attention, it was deemed prudent, 
to 9gfl^ to the P#Be <» that subjoQt. 
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^^ pressions prescribed io the Roman Ritual ^, to be 
<< taken by Bishops at their Consecration, and by 
** Archbishops on receiving the Pall^ have been mis- 
*^ represented ; which has added new perplexities to 
'* those, which they daily experience in a kingdom, 
'^ where the Catholic Faith is not the religion of the 
** State. Wherefore, they humbly requested, if it 
^^ should appear expedient to his Holiness, that he 
^' would vouchsafe to apply a remedy by some act of 
*^ his apostolical vigilance." The remedy itself has 
been already stated ; but the reason why the titular 
Archbishops of Ireland thought a remedy necessary, 
is not unworthy of notice. The " perpkxitiei' in 
which they were involved on this occasion, were 
owing, as they themselves declare, td the circumr 
stance, that '^ the Catholic Fcath is not the religion 
** of the State.^ Does not this imply, that if the 
Catholic Faith were the religion of the State, those 
perplexities would not exUt t Must we not thence 
infer, that if the Romish religion had been the e^ta* 
blished religion of Ireland in 179 1^ it would not have 
been deemed necessary, to apply for an omission of 
the sentence Hareticos, Schismaticos^ .et Rebelles 
eidem Domino nostro^ vel successoribus pradictis pro 
posse persequar et impugnabo. Nor would it then 
have been necessary to apply the mild construction. 



^ Here is a Tery strange miitake for a rc p r e icn tation mwle 
by Romifth MetrcpoUtans. It it not tbe Boman RUtud, bat tbe 
Roman Pontifical^ which contains the episcopal oath* Thr 
Rituale Romanum contains the offices, which the parochial Cler* 
gy perform in their respective parishes, as parish priests. But 
the Pontificate Romanum prescribes the forms for the Ordmn* 
Hon o(ib» Clergy* the Consecration of Bishops, Abbots^ Ste. 
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which has been lately put upon those words. The 
" pro passe perscquar" would have a very difierent 
meaning, if the Romish religion were the estabtished 
religion of Ireland, from that which it has, when 
the Romish religion lies under restraint. Nor must 
we forget, that if the obnoxious sentence is ^fum 
omitted, it may be at any time restored at the dis- 
cretion of the Romish Bishops themselves. It is an 
Btiginal part of that oath : and if the Pope was 
'' graciously pleased to grant" its omission, on ac- 
count of the perplea^ities of the Romish Bishops in 
Ireland, yet those perplexities being once removed, 
there is nothing to prevent the restoration of the 
sentence. 

But even without that obn6xious sentence^ the 
episcopal oath contains enough that is objectionable 
in a Protestant slate. Nor are those objections re- 
moved by the sentence, which in the year 1791 was 
subjoined to the oath, namely, " I will observe all 
" and every one of these things the more inviolably, 
** as I am firmly convinced, . that there is nothing 
** contained in them which can be contrary to the 
** fidelity I owe to the most Serene King of Great 
^* Britain and Ireland, and his successors on the 
" throne ^^'* In the first place, this additional sen- 
tence contains an additional declaration to observe 
inviolably " all and every one'' of the things contained 
in the preceding oath. Secondly, the very circum- 
stance, that it was deemed expedient to assert the 
consistency of this oath of fidelity to the Pope with 
the oath of allegiance to the King, shews that in die 
opinion of other persons the oaths were not coni 
7* The l-atiii farm has been already given in Note 67* ' 
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sistent And when to an oath, which is taken by 
one party, a saving clause is added for the satisfaction 
oi another party, it is especially necessary, that the 
party should be satisfied, for whose sake it was added, 
or the clause itself becomes useless. There is. like- 
wise an ambiguity: in the expression ^^ most Serene 
King of Great Britain and Ireland, and his 3UG« 
cessors to the throne/' In the oath of allegiance we 
prombe to ^' bear true allegiance to his Majesty 
King George:'* and in the oath of abjuration, we 
declare that " our Sovereign Lord King George is 
lawful and rightful King of the realm." But the 
saving clause of the Episcopal oath is so. general, 
that it would apply as well to any other dynasty, as 
to the House of Brupswick. I do not say, that the 
ambiguity was intentional: but when we are speaking 
of securities^ it is necessaii'y to examine, whether, 
that, which is offered as security, in reality affords 
it* Nor would I by any means assert, that the 
Bishops, who take this oath, are conscious of its 
inconsistency with any oath to the King. Bul^ 
without intending to offend their consciences, we 
may ventore to declare, that the Episcopal oath, 
even in its present form, is quite incompatible with 
that allegiance, which we owe to our Sovereign King 
George. If we swear to be faithful and obedient 
(Jidelis et obediens) — Domino nostro^ Domino Papa 
N. suisqtie successoribus canonice intrantibuSj wq 
withdraw at least ^part of that allegiance, w^hich we 
profess by the words, " I will bear faithful and true 
allegiance to his Majesty King George." Whoever 
$wears, " mandaia apostoUcaiotis viribus obseroabo^* 
is bound to obey the Pope, how greatly soever 
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that obedience may interfere with the obedience; 
which is due to his King. Whoever swears ih 
reference to the Popes, '' comiUum quodmihi credit 
iuri mnty per se aut nunths suos, seu Uterasy ad 
wrum damnum^ me sciente^ nemni pandam,'* cannot 
consistently swear, in reference to his Majesty King 
George, '^ I will do my utmost endeavour to disclose 
and make known to his Majesty and his successors 
all treasons or traiterous correspondences, which I 
shall know to be against him or any of them*^ 
Whoever swears, *' Jura, honoreSy privilegiay et 
auctoritatem Sancta Romana Ecclesia, Domini 
fiostri Pap{By et successorum pradictorumy conservare, 
defendere, augere, etpromovere curabo," must swear 
it at the expence of his fealty to his lawful Sovereign. 
It is true, that the College of Cardinals belonging 
to the Propaganda did, in a Letter to the Romish 
Archbishops of Ireland, dated Rome, June 83, 179U 
make the following declaration ^* : ^^ The See of Rome 
*^ never taught, that faith is not to be kept with the 
'^ heterodox ; that an oath to Kings separated from 
'^ Catholic Communion can be violated." But if the 
See of Rome never taughty that the Romish subjects 
of heretical Princes might disregard their oaths to 
them, the See of Rome has shown by its practiccy 
that it considers an oath to a King as of little value, 
when it interferes with an oath to the Pope. Else 
why did the Pope annul the oath of allegiance, which 
the Romish subjects of Elizabeth had taken to their 
Queen? A Pope indeed may dispense, and yet no 
one may aoail himself of the dispensation. An in- 

^ See No, XVI. Appendix to Sir J. C. Hippisley's Speech, 
1810. 
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dividual oiay feel himfelf bouad, even "when the 
Sovareign Poatiff has released him from the obli- 
gatioiL Indeed the very reluctance^ which the 
Romanists of this country have on many occasions 
shown to the taking oi oaths, is of itself sufficient 
proof that they think themselves bound by an oath, 
which they have taken. And that the non-obser- 
vance of £ftith with heretics is an acknowledged 
principle among them, is aa assertion, which cannot 
be made without great injustice. Indeed if I may 
judge froni my own personal experience, there is no 
Biore reason to doubt their honour and integrity in 
every thing relating to the common intercourse of 
life, than the honour and integrity of Protestants 
themselves. But in things relating to religion, that 
anomaly of government, a foreign jurisdiction in 
spiritual concerns, distracts their allegiance, and 
makes them obedient to the Pope where they ought 
to be, and are probably inclined to be obedient to 
the King. The intervention of an external alle- 
giance affords a perpetual drawback on their alle- 
^nce at home. The theoretical distinction between 
spiritual obedience to the Pope, and temporal obe- 
dience to the King, cannot always be observed in 
practice : and they may easily mistake for a spiritual 
concern, what their Sovereign might regard as a 
temporal concern. In such a dilemma, the power 
which disposes of the soul^ would be obeyed in 
preference to the power, which can only affect the 
body. The plea, which they often urge, that the 
Protestant Dissenters do not, any more than them^ 
selves, acknowledge the King's Supremacy in spiri-^ 
tual concerns, is nothing to the purpose. The 
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Proteetant Dissenters acknowledge no foreign Head t 
lo whomsoever they may confide the direction 
of their spiritual concerns, those persons are all 
subjects of his Majesiy. And if the Romanists 
of this country would likewise renounce all foreign 
jurisdiction^ if they wo^ld consent to choose a Popfe 
ei their own, who was a native of this country, and 
a subject of his Majesty, they would then, as Citizens 
of the State, be on the same footing with the Pro' 
testant Dissenters. They might then take the oath 
of Supremacy, which is merely negative ^ and pro- 
vides only for the rejection oi foreign interference. 
The discipline of their Church, as they themselves 
have repeatedly declared, is not a matter of general 
obligation. They might retain therefore the esta- 
blished Doctrines of their Church, and new-model its 
DisdpUnCj as present circumstances require. They 
might even in their own estimation remain good 
Catholics f and yet altogether cease to be Papists. 

V. 

These observations on the baneful Influence of 
the authority exercised by the See of Rome in 
countries subject to oMer Princes, may be concluded 
by a relation of what was done on that subject by 
the Empress Catherine 11. ; who was one of the most 
profound politicians, that ever sat upon a throne. 
When the partition of Poland had brought under 
her dominion a considerable population professing the 
Romish religion, she determined to provide for their 
spiritual vii^iXiis in a manner, which should do no 
injury to the Stdte. She resolved therefore to erect 
a Popedom in her awn dominions^ and at once tp 
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prohibit tSL foreign interference. The Decree, 
which she issued on this occasion, bearing date 
Jan. 17, 1782, is given by Sir J. C, Hippisley^ both 
in the Appendix to his Speech of 1810, and in the 
Notes to his Speech of 1812 ^\ From this valuable 
document, I will transcribe the first, second, third, 
fifth, eighth, tenth, eleventh, and thirteenth Articles, 
as being those, which relate to the present subject. 

** I.— We liow erect the City of Mohilow, the 
capital of the government of the same name, into an 
Archbishoprick of the Roman Catholic Religion, 
including within the jurisdiction of its archbishoprick 
all the churches and convents of the said Religion 
which are in the governments of Mohilow and of 
Polotski, as well as those of our two capitals, and in 
all other parts of the Rmsiarf Empire. 

" IL— We graciously name^^ the Bishop Stanis- 
laus Tsches Tschersovisch, to the Archbishoprick 
See of the Roman Catholic Church of Mohilow. 

"HI. — ^To aid the same in his functions, we 
appoint a co-adjutor, and elevate to that dignity the 
Abbot John Benislasshi, Canon of the Archiepiscopal 
Church of Mohilow, and Superior of Danburg; and 
we have given orders that measures shall be taken 
for his elevation to the Episcopacy^\ 

^* See No. XX. of the former, or p. 85, of the latter. 

^' Here is actual appointment, not a mere Veto ; though even 
this is refused by the Romji^VBiBhops oflreland. In like man- 
ner the King of Prussia has always actuaOy aj^mnted ta tiTe^ 
Romish Bishopricks iniiis dominions, whether in Sfletia or in 
Poland. And even the King of Great Britain appoinU the 
Romish Bishop of Canada. 

7* Here again the x/okok power of raising to the Episcopacy 
is vested in the Crown. 
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" v.— The Archbishop of the Roman Catholic 
Church of Mohilow shall not receive any order Jram 
any person whatever, besides us and our Senate'' K 

" VIIL— The appointment of Superiors and 
Heads of Convents, of Curates for the parishes, and 
of all other promotions to the ecclesiastical degrees 
of the Roman Catholic Religion, shall be dependent, 
in aU the extent of the Russian Empire, on the will 
of the Archbishop whom we have appointed''^: and 
we order him to examine, either personally, or by 
means of his co-adjutor, all the aforesaid superiors 
and curates ; to let those remain who were born our 
subjects, or are become such, to appoint others that 
are.so, and to dismiss and send away those who may 
have come from foreign countries, and not to suffer 
any of them to come in for the future, forbidding 
them to return, under the penalty of being juridically 
prosecuted for baying disobeyed the decrees of (he 
Supreme Government ^^ 

"X, — We confirm the prohibition expressed in 
our decrees of July 3d, 1779, addressed to the 
Governor-General of White Russia, and of Jan. 31st, 
1780, to all the Governors General, not to permit 
the entrance within our frontiers, of ecclesiastics of 
foreign appointment ^' ; and we direct that, wherer 

^ Here the interference of the Pope m the Russian Empire 
is prohibited altogether. 

'^^ Thus the Archbishop of Mohilow was made Metropolitan 
of all the Russians professing the Romish Faith, And, as by the^ 
fifth Article he was forbidden to receive ai^y order from any pei:- 
$on whatever, beside the Empress apd the Senate, he became $ 
Metropolitan perfectly indep^dent of the Pope. 

7^ A very wise measure fpr the prevention of foreign inter« 
.'ference, and foreign intrigue. 

7' U«r^ is a total end of the JPope'i appointment* 
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ever ftny of them appear, they sbaU be sent back, 
and threatened with being delivered over to the 
Tribunab of our Departments, to be judged accord* 
ing to the laws : and finally, those who, contrary 
to this decree, receive them, without the permission 
of the Archbishop, shall be sent to the competent 
tribunals, to be there judged according to the laws* 

" XL-^We command that all the Reiigiosis 
Orders of the Romish Religion shall only be depend-^ 
ant on the Archbishop of Mohilow, on his eo*ad- 
jutor, and on his consistory, without daring to submit 
to any other ecclesiastical power out of our Empire '', 
to send to such power any portion of their incomes, 
or to have any connection with it, under the penalty 
of being juridically "prosecuted fw dbobeying the 
Jaws of the Supreme Government. . 

** XIIL— We confirm our preceding Decrees, 
which prohibit the reception of any Bull from the 
Popey or any other writings sent in his name; order' 
ing that the same shall be sent to our Senate^ xvho^ 
after having examined their contents^ and particu- 
larly any thing that may be found contrary to 
the laws of the Russian Empire^ or to the rights of 
the Ecclesiastical pozver which we have receivedfrom 
Godf shall be obliged to communicate to us its 
ppinion^ and to wait our permission or prohibition in 
readering public such bulls or writings ^°," 

'• Here is a total overthrow of the Pope'spretended^Mj^^remacry^ 
** Though the Empress had already prohibited the reception 
of aoy Bull from the Pope on the part of the Metropolitan, yet a« 
'^e could not prevent the Pope from sending, it was a wise pre- 
paution to direct that if in case a Bull shouldbe sent, it should he 
V^ceiyed only bS^ th^ SeAate, whQ shoulcl mal;e their report to 

her 
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By this master-piece of policy did the Empress 
Catherine divest herself at once of that foreign inter* 
ference in the spiritual concerns of her dominions, 
of vvbich she well knew the destructive influence. 
It is true/ that the Pope was permitted to send 
1^ Pallium to the new Metropolitan by the hands of 
Cardinal Archettl But such ceremonies are as 
insignificant on the one band, as they are splendid 
on the other. Whether adorned with the Pallium, 
pr clad only in the robes of a Bishop, the Metro- 
politan of Mohilow owed his real elevation to the 
authority of his lawful Sovereign. But lest the 
ceremony should be misunderstood or abused/ the 
Empress took care to be present on the occasion. 

It appears then, that there are no more Papists 
in the Russian dominions, though probably in their 
pwn estimation they are as good Caiholicsy as before. 
The }Vletropolitan of Mohilow, by consecrating other 
Bishops, c^n perpetuate Episcopacy, in its spiritual 
peqse, as Episcopacy is perpetuated in Protestant 
countries. And the, aid of the Pope is no more 
wanted for the Catholic Bishops in Russia^ than for 
the Protestant Bishops in England and Ireland. 
^Kor would it be wanted for the Catholic Bishops in 
our own country, if they would consent to put the 
government of their Church on the same footing 
as in Russia, in Prussia, and our own Province of 
Canada. The examples of three different Sovereigns, 
pot in communion with th^ Qhv^rch of Rome^ having 
the sole appointment to Catholic bisbopricks, might 

her Majesty. And then if she permitted the publication of any 
^uch writings, their authority was derived from the Stmr^ign of 
fhe country I ^ad qpt from wvj foreign potentate^ 

ft' 
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purely be sufficieat to remove their religious scru* 
pies. But the resolations officially published by 
the titular Bishops of Ireland *\ to say nothing of 
Dr. Dromgoole's Address to the Catholic Board •*, 
afford no hope^ that they will ever admit an accom* < 
Hiodation so necessary to the welfare of all parties* 
For it is wholly impossible, that they, whose alle* 
glance is divided^ should be as good subjects, as they 
whose allegiance is entire. 

. The question of Church-authority, as exercised 
by the Church of England on the one hand, and by 
the Church of Rome on the other, is now brought 
to a ccmclusion. And no doubt will probably remain, 
that the authority, exercised by the latter, is 
incompatible with the welfare, both of other 
Churches, and of other States. In conducting this 
proof, I have been led by the connection between the 
Church and the State in this country to the 
examination of subjects, not promised in the title of 
the Chapter. But their importance at the present 
period makes it unnecessary to apologize for their . 
introduction. 



"» See Nos. VI. VII. oF the Appendix to Sir J. C. Hippis- 
Jey's Speech of 1810, 

** Dr. Dromgoole's Address to the Catholic Board, on the 
8th of December 1813, which was originally printed in the 
Publin Evening Post, was re-printed in the Protestant Adro- 
<jate for February 1814. It well deserves an attentive perusal, 
though it is much too long to be inserted here. 
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Note (A.) 

Thb readers of the Comparative View are requested 
to keep constantly in mind, that the eighth chapter relates to 
the authority of our Church in controversies of faith, as 
expressed in the twentieth Article, which is quoted at the 
beginning of that chapter. We have no concern therefore 
with the authority exercised by our ecclesiastical courts in 
secular matters, or in controversies of any kind, except those 
which relate to articles of faith. A want of due attention to 
this necessary distinction has been productive of various mis- 
takes : and our Church has been supposed to exercise an 
authority, which it neither does, nor cari exercise. When our 
ecclesiastical courts exercise authority in secular matters, 
whether it relates to wills, or to divorces, or to controversies 
about tytbe, or indeed to any controversies but controversies 
0f faith, their authority is exercised indiscriminately, over 
Churchmen, and over Dissenters. - And since every Court 
must have some means of enforcing its own orders, a contempt 
of the Court Ecclesiastical must in such cases be followed by 
ecclesiastical censures, whatever be the religion, to which the 
offending party belongs. In this manner Dissenters, as well 
as Churchmen, may for a contempt of Court be punished in 
the first instance by excommunication, and then by those 
additional penalties, which the dvil power inflicts in aid of the 
^ecclesiastical, and without which the excommunication of a 
Dissenter would be a mere brutum fultnen. But the case is 
iridpty different, whea our ecclesiastical courts exercise their 

a 2 
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authority over those, who impugn the articles of the established 
Church. For the exercise of this authority is confined to those 
who belong to the established Church ; while Dissenters of 
every description^ being protected by the law of the land, 
both in the free profession of their religious fEuth, and the free 
exercise of their religious worship, are thereby exempted from 
the jurisdiction of the Court Ecclesiastical in things pertaining 
to faith and zmrship. Nor does the Church of England 
require a more extensive authority, than in such cases it 
really has. For the laws of a religious Society, considered 
merely as such, relate immediately to faith and worship. And 
though the support of every Society requires that an obedience 
to its laws be enforced on its own niembers, yet no Society 
can require for its support an obedience to its laws on the part 
of those, who are not members of it. — ^The observations con- 
tained in this Note apply equally to every thing which is said 
also in the ninth and tenth chapters relative to the authority 
or jurisdiction of the Church of England. We have no con- 
cerfi whatever in the Comparative View with the jurisdiction 
of our ecclesiastical courts in secular matters. 



Note (B.) 

Whoever undertakes to defend the authority of the Church 
of England in controversies of faith^ undertakes a task of 
much greater difficulty, than is commonly supposed. For he 
has to defend it against two opposite parties, and to preserve 
consistency in his answers to both. He has to defend it i^ainst 
the objections of Romish writers on the one hand, and those 
of Protestant Dissenters on the other. If he allows too little 
for the right ef private judgment in the Concerns of religion, 
he is accused by the latter of pleading for the intolerance 
exercised by the Church of Rome. If he allows too much 
for the right of private judgment, he is in danger of being 
accused ,from other quarters, that he surrenders the authority, 
which 'is due to the Churc\i of Christ. He must take therefore 
a station, which lies between the two extremes : for it is only 
mcA)a. station, ii) which he can repel th^ attacks of the two 
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opposite pardes. It^was my first object therefore in the 
eighth chapter of the Comparative View, to find such a sta* 
tion : and when I believed, that I had found it^ my next 
object was^ to intrench myself in that station in such a manner, 
that I might repel the attacks of Romish writers on the one 
hand^ and of Protestant Dissenters on the other. In answer 
to the former, I undertook to prove, ^^ that the Church of 
*^ England carries its authority in controversies of fiiith no fur- 
^^ ther, than is necessary for its own preservation: but that the 
^^ Church of Rome carries its authority so far, as to trample 
*^ on the rights of all other Churches/' In answer to the 
latter, I undertook to prove, '^ that Protestants in general, 
*' the Dissenters themselves not excepted, exercise their 
^^ spiritual authority on the same principle, and carry it to the 
*^ very same extent, as the Church of England." Hence I 
concluded, that not even the Dissenters in this country had 
any reason to complam of the authority exercised by the 
established Church in controversies of faith. 

At the same time being aware of a material objection, 
which not only may be, but firequendy has been made to the 
argument, which I was then conducting, I thought it necessary 
to obviate that objection. For if that objection were valid, 
it would be absolutely impossible to defend the authority of 
the Church of England against the arguments of the Dissenters. 
The pretensions of the Church of Enghnd would then be 
carried as high, as the pretensions of Uie Church of Rome: 
and I could have discovered no mode of repelling the charge, 
that our Church, though called a Protestant Church, is still 
infected vrith popery. Is it consistent (say the Dissenters) 
vrith genuine Protestantism, which professed to restore the 
right of private judgment, thus to imitate the Church of 
Rome, and claim an authority, which destroys that right ? Is 
it consistent (they say) in the Church of England, which could 
not have reared its head without the exercise of that right, so 
far to forget its own conduct, that being now an established 
Church, it should claim in its turn the spiritual dominion, 
from which the Reformation is supposed to have delivered 
us ? For that the authority of our Church, in controversies of 
faith, is not a mere authority of order (as it is sometimes 
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called by wuj of excuse), or an authority, to which only 
respect is due, but an authority of Btriet obl^atUm, must be 
evident to every one who considers, that disobedience of that 
authority on die part of a Clergyman is punishable by the 
forfeiture of his ecclesiastical preferments. It makes no 
difference in this respect, whether the authority be called ab^ 
solute^ or relative ; whether the Church, which exercises such 
authority, supposes itself infallible, or not. The authori^ 
is exercised ; and the persons^ over whom it is exercised, 
have no more the option, whether they will obey, or not, 
than whether they will obey an Act of Parliament^ or not* 
There is only tme mode therefore of solving the difficulty, in 
which we are thus involved ; and that is by having recourse 
to the following proposition. ^ If our conscience will not 
'' allow us to comply with those terms, which are offered by 
^^ the Established Church, we may withdraw from its com-* 
'^ munion ^nd profess Christianity under any form, which we 
'^ may think proper to adopt/'* The truth of thb positior. 
is bdisputable : for the law of the land, which has given to 
our Church an establishment has granted to the faith and 
worship of all other Christians complete protection. Whether 
the same liberty of withdrawing from the Established Church, 
existed in the earlier ages of the Reformation, is a question, 
with which I was not concerned. I was comparing the 
Churches of England and Rome according to their present 
state. The situation of the Church of Rome is the same at 
present, as it has been ever since the holding of the Council 
of Trent : nor is there any authority, according to the princi* 
pies of that Church, which can make an alteration, except 
another General Council. But no such authority is wanted to 
alter the situation of the Church of England : and it has con* 
sequently undergone material alterations. The situation of 
the Church of England, in respect to spiritual power ^ is veiy 
different now from what it was before the writ was aboUshed 
De Haretico comburendo. This was abolbhed in the time of 
Charles II. Tiien came the Act of Toleration in the tim# 



* See the Comparative View, p. l66« 
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mi William III, which was made expressly (as declared in the 
preamble) for the relief of '' scruptdous consciences in the 
exercise of religion/' And the protection, thus afforded, has 
been gradually on the increase, till ii was completed by the 
late Religious Worship Act. The fact therefore is indis- 
putable, that as the Church of England is now circumstancec^ 
all persons, who cannot conscientiously partake of its faith 
and worship, are at liberty to withdraw from its communion* 
And the existence of this liberty is fully sufficient to obviate 
every objection, which may be made to our present exercise^ 
of Church Authority in controversies of faith. For though it 
is nether necessary, nor expedient, that one religious Society 
should interfere with the faith and worship of another religious 
Society, yet every Society must have authority over its own 
members, or the Society would be soon dissolved. It must 
bave Ae power of expelling those who persist in actmg con* 
trary to its rules : and if the persons, so expeUed, held offices 
in the Church, they have no reason to complain, since in 
csvery Society obe<fience to its rules is a condition of <^ce. 
But then the persons, thus renuroed from the Society, must 
he considered as withdrawn from the jurisdiction of the 
Society. 

Such were the principles, on which I endeavoured to 
defend the authority now exercised by the Church of England 
in controversies of faith : and these principles M'ere briefly 
stated in the following words : '' If the Church of England 
^^ went beyond the simple act of removing diose, who had 
'^ violated Ae terms of communion, it would do more than is 
*^ necessary for its own preservation. For the welfare of a 
^^ religious Society, m things relating to faith, requires nothing 
^^ more, than that they who counteract it, should be made to 
^^ tx^thdraw from it. . There Ac jurisdiction of every Church 
^^ in matters of faith should cease ; and there the jurisdiction 
^^ of the Established Church in matters of faiUi does cease. 
^^ In the faith and worship of other Societies it does not pre- 
^^ surn^ to interfere : but recognises, to the utmost extent, 
" the right of every man to worship God according to his 
^^ conscience. . Nor are even its own members compelled to 
'^ continue members against their will ; though of necessity 

/> 
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^^ it requires a compliance with its rules from those, who 
'^ chuse to remain in its communioh.''* 

From the advocates of the Church of Rome I was pre- 
pared to expect some answer to this passage : for it is in direct 
opposition to the principles of their Church. No Romanist 
can ailow^ that the jurisdiction of the Church in matters of 
faith should be confined to the members of the Church. 
£cclesia suam retinet jurisdictionem in onuses ApostataSy 
Hiereticos, et SchismaUcos, quanquam ad illius corpus non 
jam pertineant. This is the doctrine maintained in the 
College of Maynooth,f The same doctrine is maintained 
also in the Roman Catechism. And that in countries, where 
the Romish religion lies under restraifUf a distinction should 
be made between a jurisdiction of right, and a jurisdiction of 
fact, a distinction which implies, that the jurisdiction would 
be 'exercised if it could, can excite no surprise. Hie doctrine 
of Nulla salus extra eccltsiam leads of necessity to an inters 
ference in the faith and worship of other Christians. But the 
Church of England does not exclude other Christians from 
the hope of salvation. The e^teenth Article says» ^^ Holy 
^^ Scripture doth set out unto us only the name of Jesus 
^^ Christy whereby men must be saved.'' But it is no where 
asserted, that the only Society of Christians, which can hope 
for salvation, is that particular Society which is denoted the 
Church of England. There is a toleratii^ spirit therefore, 
which is breathed in the very Articles of our Religion ; and 
they who are properly endowed witii this spirit, will never 
wish to prevent their Christian brethren horn worshipping 
God in their own way. . There may indeed be individuals of 
an intolerant disposition, as well in the Church of England as 
in the Church of Rome : but intolerance is certainly not the 
general character of our Church. 

IJere however the advocates of the Church of Rome inter- 
pose, and exclaim,— rThe spirit of toleration, which you 
ascribe to the Church of England, should be ascribed only to 
the State. If your Church acknowledges^ as you say, the 

• See p. 171. of the Comparative View. 

t See the treatise De t^ksid Christi, p. 394. 

■ ' ' \ 
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right of every man (that is of every Christian man)* to wor- 
ship God according to his conscience^ it is because your 
Church cannot now do otherwise. If your Church recognises 
that right by its actions, in leaving other Christians undisturbed 
in the exercise of their worship (which you will say perhaps 
is better than doing it by mere declarations) it is at best the 
acknowledgment of a right, which you have no longer the 
power to dispute* It is trUe, that ^^ in the faith and worship 
of other Societies it does not presume to interfere :" but what 
is the reason of this forbearance i No odier, than this ; that 
the law of the land has interposed, and set bounds to its inter- 
ference. Unless therefore you can shew, that your Church 
would not interfere, even if it could interfere, you have no 
reason to represent our Church as less tolerant, than your 
own. And this you will find it difficult to do. For though 
your Church cannot at present exercise authority in contro- 
versies of faith, over those who do not belong to it, the claim 
to that authority is still urged by some of your own writers, 
who contend that even now such authority attaches to the 
Church, though its operation has been suspended by motives 
of expediency on the part of the Stat^. Nay, it has been 
asserted, that your Church has not only never relinqubhed 
its claim to such authority, but that it never can relinquisi) 
it. A Church, which claims authority jtireisitrtiio, can never • 
consent to the new-fangled doctrine, that heretics and schis- 
matics may believe and worship according to their own good 
pleasure. Where then (concludes the Romanist) lies the 
difference between the Church of Rome, and the Church of 
England, when the latter is considered merely as a Church, 
or without reference to the State? Does not the same maxim 
attach to both, Ecclesia suam retinet jurisdictionem in omnes 
Apostatas, Har^icos, et Schismaticos?^ That your Church 
claims at least such jurisdiction, appears further from the 
incfisputable fact, that it exercised such jurisdiction, before 

'^An explanation is hardly necessary on this pdint, since a 
Comparative View of the Churches of England and Rome, can relate 
to no other faith and worship, than the faith and wcHship of 
Christians. 
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the tew of Ae land interfered to prevent it. Before the writ 
de hareiico camburendo was abolished by a Statute of 
Charles 11^ heretics were condemned to the flames for no 
ether offence, than that of dissenting from the Established 
Creed of the English Church, Blackstone himself has 
acknowledged four such examples; two Anabaptists in the 
seventeenth of Elizabeth, and two Arians in die ninth of 
James I.* 

Such is the sum and substance of the objections, which 
have been made to the principles, on which I have endea- 
voured to defend the authority exercised by the Church of 
England in controversies of faith. And I must acknowledge, 
that, if in diis country, where the alliance is so close between 
Church and State, it is allowable to separate the one from 
the other, I know not how the Church of England can be 
vindicated from the charge which is laid to it, as well by 
Protestant Dissenters, as by the Church of Rome. If it ia 
true, that the Church of England denies to those who dissent 
from it, the right of worshipping God according to their 
conscience, it can have no more pretension to the diaracter 
of toleration, dian the Church of Rome. And if it be further 
true, that our Church can never acknowledge the right of 
ether Christians to worship God according to their conscience^ 
because it holds an authority which it possesses jure divino, 
we must acknowledge at once, that in our pretensions to 
Church Authority, we are on a footing of perfect equality 
with the Church of Rome. If we hold that our Church, in 

* With particular reference to the two last-mentioned examples, 
a Letter was addressed to me in the Morning Chronide, soon after 
the publication of the first edition, in which the writer desired me, 
either to explain the difference in the mode of prosecuting heretics, 
between the Churches of England and Rome, or to acknowledge that 
both Churches were on a footing of equality with respect to intoler- 
ance. Not choosing to enter into a newspaper controversy about 
what is called the Catholic question, I resolved to defer the answer 
till a new edition was published of the Comparative View. And 
I hope that the present Note will be sufficient to shew, that the two 
Churches, with respect to intolerance^ are not on a footing of 
equality. 
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controversieB of faith, has still an authority dejure, diough 90 
longer an authority de facto^ over the members of other 
Christian societies, we hold the same doctrine with the 
College of Maynooth, EccUsia mam retinet jyrisdictiooem 
in omnes jlpostatas, Haretkos, et Schhmatkosy quanquam 
ad iliim corpus nonjam pertineant. 

But I really do not see how it is possible to separate in 
this country the Church from the State. The alliance between 
them is so close, that the character, which attaches to the 
latter, must also attach to the former. Though the truth of 
the doctrines maintained by our Church has no dependence 
on the decisions of the State, the establishment of our Church 
depends wholly and solely on the authority of the State. 
And it is only in its quality of an established Church, that 
the Church of £ngland can even ask, whether it has a right 
to interfere with the ^siith and worship of other Societies. 
No one would ask, whether the Presbyterians in this country 
had a right to interfere with the Independents, or the Inde* 
pendents with the Baptists, or the Baptists virith the Quakers. 
If therefore the Church of England had no estabUshsnent, the 
question, whether it had authority over any other than its 
own members (an authority possessed by every Society) 
could not even he entertained. It is evident, therefore, that 
when several religious Societies exist in the same State, no 
one Society can have authority over another, but what it 
derives from the paramoufU authority, to which all of them 
owe obedience. The authority therefore of the Church of 
England over other religious Societies is precisely that, which 
the State has determined that it shall be. But the State, by 
various Acts, has determined, that in controversies of faith 
the authority of the Church of England is confined to its own 
members. The same power, which has granted to our 
Church an establishment, has granted to all other Christians 
in this country complete toleration, and consequently an 
exemption from the jurisdiction of the Church in controver- 
sies of faith. The claim therefore to such jurisdiction no 
longest exists : and it is neither wise in 1^e friends of our 
Church to struggle for the claim, nor fur in its adversaries 
to contend, tibat the daim is jtill urged by lihe Church itscSf i. 
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Thoijq^h die religious liberty, now enjoyed in this country; 
originated with the State, the adoption of it by the Church 
has been a matter of choice, as well as a matter of necessity. 
It is congenial with the very principles of our religion, which 
claims not the privilege of exclusive salvation. And if (what 
can neither be denied nor be justified) four instances have 
occurred m the annals of our Church, in which religious 
dissent has been punished with death, they bear no propor* 
tion to the similar examples in the annals of the Church of 
Rome. They occurred at a period when we were not 
wholly disengaged from the spirit of intolerance, which dis- 
tinguishes the Church frx>m which we seceded, and ever 
must distinguish a Church which allows not the hope of 
salvation to other Christians. But though the Church of 
JBom^has not changed, the Church of England has changed 
in its pretensions to spiritual authority. We are no longer 
what we were, before the writ was abolished de hareiico 
amiburendo : and it is unfair to argue frx>m our former to our 
preset state. Our ecclesiastical and our civil authorities go 
hand in hand : and as the authority of our Church at preseni 
exists, it certainly claims no jurisdiction in controversies of 
faith over any other than its own members. And this juris- 
diction it must claim^ x>r it loses the power of self-preser- 
vation. 



Note (C.) 

In Note 6 to Chapter VIII, I represented all Schism 
as injurious ; but I confined the sin of Schism to aseparation 
from the Church, where the party seceding had not the plea 
of conscience to urge in his defence. But it has been ob- 
jected, that there is no ground for such a distinction ; that 
schism is 3omething sinful in its own nature; consequendy 
that there can be no schism^ without sin ; and therefore that 
they who make distinctions do not reprobate schism so 
atrongly as they ought. Now tiiis objection is nothing more 
than the propossJ of another definition* The term Schism is 
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here d^nedt as a tenn including amoiq; other notions the 
notion of sin. But this is not the only definition^ and cer- 
tainly not the best. Dr. Johnson's definition of Schism is^ 
*' A separation or division m the Church of God.'' This defi- 
nition does not necessarily include the notion of sin. For 
unless a separation in the Church may take place without 
sin, it is useless for us to talk about the grounds on which we 
separated from the Church of Rome. If a thing is sinful in 
itself, there afe no grounds on which we can defend it. The 
Greek word crxiafia^ from which the English word schism is 
derived, denotes simply division^ or separation, without the 
association of any other notion* Thus St. John (vii. 43.) 
says, KTyuriui ovv iv t^ ^X^ eyivero ii avrovy which 
means nothing more, than diat the people were divided in 
their opinions concerning Christ. In the same sense St. John 
uses it again in Chap. ix. 16. koi tryurfka tiv ev avroTs. And 
again in Chap. x. 19* o^ioryua oSp iraXiv iyeveTo iv tm 
'Ioi/&iiof9. In the Epistles the term irylcFiui occurs in only 
three places, and all three are in die first Epistle to the 
Corinthians; namely, Chap. I. 10. xi. 18. xii. 25. In the 
first example, St. Paul says to the Corinthians, fi^ ^ ev v/xiv 
cjfifr/uLqraj which in our authorised version is rendered " that 
there be no divisions among you." In the second example^ 
he says to them, aKovoo oyta^aTa ev vfiiv viripyeiv^ which 
in our authorised version is again rendered '^ I hear that there 
be divisions among you." In the third example^ he says to 
them, iva fiii ti <rxl<rfia ev r^ awj^Lar^, aXXd to outo iwep 
oKKiihMv fiepijAvwri rrd /JLeXtf^ which in our authorised version 
is rendered, '' that there should be no schism in the body, but 
** that the members should have the same care one for 
** another." TUs is the only instance in which &e word 
" Schism'^ occurs throughout the whole of our English Bible : 
and even here it appears from the context^ that the want of 
unanimity, of which St. Paul complained, related rather to 
Wior€J, than to reli^ous dissentions. In the other two exam* 
pies, he warns the Corinthians i^ainst divisions generally: and 
4t is mamfest, that in the first example he had chiefly in con** 
tempktion that party spirit, which prevailed among the 
Corinthians. Having cautioned the Corinthians against div^- 
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ffiions ((rj(!(rfiaTa) he adds, '^ For it hatli been declared mito 
^ me of you, my brethren^ by them which are of the house of 
'' Chloe, that there are contentions (e/tM^es) among you. 
^ Now this I say, that every one of you saith, I am of Paul, 
** and I of ApoiloSj and I of Cephas^ &c/* 

If dien we define the English word *^ Schism" according 
to the use^ which St. John and St. Paul have made of the 
Greek word crxltrfia^ we shall not define it as a division or 
separation, which, in its own nature, or of necessity, is sinful. 
In fact the notion, which many persons attach to the English 
word " Schism," is not founded on die notion, which St. Paul 
anJ St. John attached to the Greek word (rylayjay but on the 
notion, which the Church of Rome has attached to Schisma 
in the Latin Vulgate. The Church of Rome, presuming on 
its o\iii infallMlity, regarded every separation from the 
Church as a thing necessarily sinfuL It was urged, that 
St. Paul had said, Non sit schisma in corpore. And again, 
Ktm sint invobis schismata. If the p?irty, which separated 
from that Church, replied, that his separation could not be 
nnful, because he in his conscience believed, that the 
Church, from which he separated, was in error, the imme- 
diate answer was, ** Our Church cannot be in ^rror;" 
Ecclesia non potest errare. If he further alleged in his 
defence^ that a .man may fall into error^ without falling into 
sin^ provided ^e sincerely believes, that the opinion which he 
has embraced,' is not error, the answer was, ** It is not suf- 
'^ fieient that you are sincere in your belief : it is your business 
*^ to inform yourself of the trvth, and if you do not, you are 
** Tesponsible for the consequence." He might reply indeed : 
** / know it is my business to search for the truth : it is. your 
*^' business also to do the same: I have searched for the 
*^ trath, as well as you ; I have searched for it in the Bible, 
*^ which is the highest au^ority ;• and I sincerely believe that 
** I'have^awd the truth. You have likewise searched for the 
^ truth, and in the same place : you likewise believe that you 
** have found the truth. But we have found different things, 
^ because we tfifFerently interpret the same passages of 
^ Scripture. Here then is belief against belief; conscience 
^ against conscience ; sincerity agamst sincerity. Why dieip 
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^ (coiMslucles the separatist) should I be charged with sin 
'^ any morie than yourself?** *' For this reasou/' replies the 
advocate of the Church of Rome, *^ Your interpretation of 
'^ the passives, which you allege as the grounds of separation, 
*' is at variance with the interpretation of the Church, But 
^^ the Church, as I have told you, cannot err. Your inter- 
^^ pretation therefore must be wrong. Consequently, you 
^^ can have no excuse whatever for your^separation from the 
^^ Church : your plea of conscience and sincerity is uiged in 
'^ vain: for it is urged in opposition to a Church, which is 
•* infallible:' 

Answers of this kind to the objections of a separatist are 
very consistent, when they proceed from the members of a 
Church, which claims the gift of infallibility. But they are 
, answers, which no Protestant can consistently give : for 
there is no Protestant Church, yiYadnL pretends to be infallible. 
No Protestant can consistently say to another, who differs 
from him in religious opinions, that he has no right to urge 
the plea of conscience, or the plea of sincerity. The duty 
of searching for the truth being a duty equally incumbent on 
bathj and neither of them pretending to infallibility, a dif- 
ference in their conclusions cuinot warrant either of them td 
cbai^ the other with sin. It is a case, in which each party 
vnll believe that he does not err : but neither of them main- 
tains the opinion, that he cannot err. One party may have 
the benefit of belonging to a Church, which is established by 
the State : while the other may belong to a party, which is 
only tolercUed by the State. But when a Church, though 
established, does not pretend to be infallible, the doctrines 
of that Church, however true they may be, cannot be urged 
as an argument that a dissent from them is sin. Here, per- 
haps, I shall be interrupted by the question ; '^ Though you 
^^ deny that your Church is infidlible, and argue from that 
^^ denial, will you allow, that in any one instance your 
*^ Church actually does err?" Certainly iiot : 'for I am per- 
suaded that its doctrines are in all respects conformable 
with Scripture. Since then (as may be further objected) 
you as resolutely contend, when put to the test, that your 
^hiireb it Ike true Church, as any Romanist cap do of t^e 
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Church of Rome, are not your dbunctions rather nominal 
dian real P If separation from the Church of England is in 
your opinion separation from the true Church, must not you 
form the same judgment of those who secede from it, as a 
^Romanist forms of those who secede from the Church, which 
in his opinion is the true Church? To this question I 
answer, that, in order to preserve Protestant consistency, I 
must form a different judgment. For though I maintain, in 
point of fact, that the Church of England does not err, I do 
not entertain the opinipn that it can not err. And however 
trifling the difference may appear lietween " does not" and 
'' can not/' *they lead to very different results. If a Church 
cannot err, separation from it must be wrong : there exists 
not even the possibility of justifying such separation. But if 
we merely assert that a Church does not err, we must allow 
at least die possibility of its falling into error. And if we 
allow, that we ourselves may err, we cannot conclude, that 
they who differ from us must err. And if even error is not 
a consequence, which follows of necessity, much less is sin* 
The only inference therefore, which we can consistently draw 
with respect to those who dissent from the Church of 
England, is this. As we believe, that the doctrines of our 
Church are true^ we cannot do otherwise than believe, 
that doctrines, which are at variance with them, are false. 
Such must be our belief in regard to the doctrines themselves. 
But we are not therefore warranted to believe, that they who 
profess such doctrines are guilty of sin, even though that 
profession detaches them from the established Church; 
Whereas a Romanist therefore would contend, that separation 
from the Church must be ainftil, a member of the Church of 
England cannot consistently go further than to assert, ttmt 
separation from the Church may be sinful. But if it only 
may be sinful, there must be some criterion, which deter- 
mmes wh^i it is sinful. And what better criterion can we 
have, than that which was proposed in the Comparative 
View? 

That divisions of every kind are injurious to the body, in 
which they take place, is a general proposition^ which will be 
admitted by all parties. Every Society, whether civil, or 
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religious, must join in the wish of St. Paul, cm mv V <^'X}<^f^ 
iv T^ cii^aTu At the same time it will be acknowledged^ 
that what is evil in itself^ is sometimes productive of good; 
and that cases may occur, in which die good outweighs the 
evil. But though all parties will agree in this general pro- 
position, they vidll differ in the application of it to particular 
cases. The members of our own Church, while they admit 
that the divisions occasioned by the Reformation were evils in 
themselves^ must assert on the other hand, that those evils 
bore no proportion, either in duration or in magnitude, to the 
goody which was produced. A Romanist, on the other 
hand, will contend, that no compensation was made for the 
evils produced by divisions in the Catholic Church, since the 
effect of the Reformation was the production of error. In 
like manner, the separation, which has taken place from the 
Church of England^ will be differently viewed by the dif- 
ferent parties ; each party believing, that it is in possession 
of the truth. If we seek therefore a criterion in the truth of 
religion, we shall never find one, in which all parties will 
agree. But unless contending parties consent to try their 
differences by some, common rukj it is impossible to bring the 
contest to an issue. Now the members of the Church of 
Rome, though they will not admit that our Reformers h^d 
truth on their side, . cannot possibly deny, that they could 
urge the plea of conscience in support of their separation. 
For they sacrificed their lives in support of it. ^nd, though 
it is possibly that a man should sacrifice himself for a ifalse 
doctrine, no man would do so for a doctrine, which he 
believed to be false. But if we contends that the Romanists 
have no right to represent our separation from their Church 
as sinful, because they themselves must admit, that our 
Reformers had the plea of conscience to urge in their defence; 
we cannot consistently impute sin to those, who dissent from 
our Church on the same plea of conscience. Here, methinks, 
I hear some one exclaim, " Will you compare separation from 
the Church of England with separation from the Church of 
Rome ; separation from the true Church with separation from 
SL false one f " Now that our Church is the true Church, is a 
position which I cannot question^ But if I make it the basis 

b 
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of an argument, ifa which either Romatiists, or Protestant 
Dissenters are concerned, I shall be stopped at the very 
outset. The Romanist will say that we have departed ftota 
the true Church, while ^ Protestant Dissenter will assert, 
that we have not departed ykr enough, to arrive at the true 
Church. Where then is the use of arguing upon ground, 
upon which we must preiiionsly know, that we can never 
come to an issue i But where the plea of conscience can be 
established, we have a criterion, which admits of no dispute. 
I can discover then no other criterion, which is applicable to 
the intended purpose, and is at the same time a criterion 
which can be ^consistently used by a Protestant Church* 
Though I believe that the doctrines of our Church are true, 
and consequently must believe that they who (fissent from it 
have fallen into error, yet to go further and to maintain that 
every Dissenter from the Established Church is guilty of slit, 
would be an inference equally monstrous and uncharitable. 
On the odier band, I do not ddny, that separation from an 
established Church may be sinful: and I must allow it; 
according to die proposed criterion. For if men separate 
themselves from the Established Church, and have not the 
plea of conscience to urge in their defence ; if they neither 
object to its doctrines nor its discipline, and yet withdraw 
from its communion, they are answerable for the evils, which 
arise from divisions in the Church, which are uncompensated 
by any; good to themselves. Such men are guilty of a sirtful 
separation from the Church, for which they are amenable to 
their Maker, though' liot to a human tribunal. 

Let us now return to the word " Sekism,*^ and consider 
in what mantier the difficulties, attending the use of that term 
may be removed by the preceding observations. Having 
considered what is sinful separation, we can more easily 
determine, from the analogy of the terms, What is sinAil 
Schism. But theii we must previously settle what that analogy 
is. The Greek word fr)(ltrfia implies nothing more than 
separation : whereas Schisma m the Latin Vulgate, as under- 
stood by die' Church of Rome, is a term, in which the notion 
of separation is accompanied with the notion of sin. Hence 
the word SchismHicus, as used in the Romish systems of 
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ITheologgTy iilii^y$ signifiea a dnful sepaiatist : it being sup- 
posecj, that suiparatioii froip an infallible Church nmst be 
flinful. Wb^n,a Romanist therefore employ's the English word 
'^ Schimij' he will likewise understand the term, as associate 
iiig the Joption. of sin w;ith the notion pf separation. And if 
a Protestant writer upderstftnds it in the same sense^ he will 
argue . in the. same manner. If we set out with the definition, 
that .the term Schism means something sinful, we cannot 
doi^bt, that there is at all times Hn in Schism. And if two 
parties can previously agree to use the term in thut sense, 
they can never dispute about the sin of Schism. But the 
jmisfortune is, that men. argue about Schifyooi, without expliiin- 
ingriimr imaning; they ^tach to it the Aption of sin in their 
own minds, but never think Qf defining the term, before they 
)>egin.to dispute about it. They attempt therefore to prove 
fh9t a thing is sinful^ to whiqh sin of necessity attaches 
according tp thdir. arigwal conception of it, awl according to 
which no proof can be wanted. It appears then, that all dis- 
p^i^es about the gin of Schism, have been mere disputes 
^ppit the meaning of a word : disputes, which would have 
been wholly avoided^ if they, who contend that Schism mmt 
be sinful, had only explained themselves, and declared, that 
^y. meant something sinful. Their opponents could then 
have answered, ** Though we use- the same term, we are 
'^ really aiguing about different things. The term Schism, 
^' according to the notion, which you attach to it, conveys in 
'^ itself the idea of sin ; the teian therefore, as ypu employ it, ' 
*^ denotes something jsinful. But according to the notion 
*^ which we attach to the term Schism, it denotes what is 
^' denoted by the Greek cryltrixay . and therefore the idea of 
'^ ain.inay accompany the idea of separation, or it may not." 
If it be urged, that Schism ougA^ to be defined in such 
a manner, as necessarily to include the notion of sin, I 
answer, that it undoubtedly ought to be so defined, accoftling 
to the principles of the Church of Rome. But if Protestants 
assea-t, that separation firom an established Church must be 
sinful, they join the Romanists in condenming the Reforma- 
tion. For though our Reformers brought us back to the true 
CLiirch, they cartaioly sqfarmted from the Church which was 

(2 
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then established. On the other hand, if we make a distinc- 
tion between separation in one case and separation in another, 
and employing the term ^' Schism" exclusively for sinful sepa- 
ration, we argue that one separation may be justifiable, while 
another is schismatical, we iavolye ourselves in another diffi- 
culty, which is not easily overcome. For if the contending 
parties can agree about this definition of the term, and can 
previously come to an understanding that the term Schism 
means '^ a sinful separation," they will be instantly at a stand, 
when they begin to apply the term. If we argue about 
Schism with a Romanist, we shall certainly not allow^ that the 
term, as now defined, is applicable to ourselves; while the 
Romanist will contend, tltat it applies to us for the very 
reason, which we assign for its non-appiicatiour If we argue 
about Schism with a Protestant Dissenter, he will certainly 
not allow that his separation from the Church of England is 

^a sinful separation. He will deny therefore that Schism, as 
now defined, attaches more to his separation than to our 
own. Who then shall determine where Schism attaches, and 
where it does not. It seems reasonable, that the parties^ 
whose consciences are immediately <:oncemed, should be 
allowed to judge for themselves: and on this principle all 
Protestants acted at the Reformation. Dissenters from the 
Church of England claim likewise the privilege of judging 
for themselves : nor can v^e consistently deny it, especially 
as our Church does not pretend to be infallible. But if the 
persons who separate from an established Church, determine 
the question of schism, no separation from an established 
Church will be deemed schismatical. On the other hand, if 
the determination lies with the Church from which the sepa- 
ration is made, then every separation will be deemed schisma- 
tical^ our own Reformation not excepted. If in order to 

. bring the matter to a crisis, we say, that Schism, as now 
defined, is a departure frotri the true Church, the contending 
parties will be immediately stopped by the question, what is 
the true Church i For every Church believes itself to be the 
trfie Church; whether it be the Syrian Church, or the 
Armenian Church, or the Greek Church, or the Church of 
Kome> or the Church of England, or the Church of Scotland, 
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or the Lutheran Churchy or any other congregation of 
Christians, by whatever appellation it may be distinguished. 
If then y/e define Schism as '^ a departure from the true 
Church/' who shall determine the previous questicm among 
the contending parties ? We ourselves believe, and accord- 
ing to my firm conviction very justly believe, that our Church 
(in the words of Art. XIX.) *' is a Cbngregation of faithful 
*^ men, in which the pure word of God is preached, and the 
''Sacraments be duly administered according to Christ's 
'' ordinance." But as every other Congregation of Christians 
believes also, that it teaches the pure word of God, it is easy 
to foresee the result of a controversy about the sin of Schism, 
according to the present definition. Each party will claim 
the honour of being a Society of Christ's forming, a Society 
therefore jure divino; each party will contend that opposition 
to a Divine Institution must be sinful; each party will con- 
tend, that what is sinful at one time, must be sinful at another. 
Each party therefore will conclude, that the members of all 
other parties are involved in the sin of Schism. Such are the 
consequences of considering Schism as something necessarily 
sinful. But if we consider it, as something, that may, or may 
910^ be sinfril according to circumstances, and adopt the 
criterion proposed in the Comparative View, the question of 
Schism may be brought to an issue. For where dissent is 
really conscientious, the plea of conscience admits of a 
proof, which must be. acknowledged by all parties. 

Lastly, it is urged, that whatever difficulties may attend 
the application of the term Schism, as defined in the preced- 
ing paragraph, it is the sense in which it was applied by our 
Reformers, who have taught us to pray against Schism, which 
they would not have done, if they had not considered it as 
sittfuL Now it so happens, that throughout the Liturgy, 
the word " Schism" occurs in only two places, and that in 
neither of those places did it proceed from our Reformers. ^; 
Indeed our Reformers rather avoided the use of the term 
Schism ; for at the commencement of the Reformation they 
themselves were the persons, to whom the term " Schismatics" 
was especially applied. While they themselves were sepa* 
ratists from the Church of Rome, there neither were, nor comH 
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be, separatists from the Church of Englianii. It was necessary 
that the Church of England should be formed and established, 
before a question could arise about a separation ^6m it 
Hence the word SchLsm never dccurs* in our Articled. But 
when the Canons were composed in the time of James I, a 
separation from die established Church had taken place, 
occasioned chiefly by those, wh6 had learnt their theology at 
Geneva, and who at length overturned the established Church. 
Hence the titles of the 9, 10, and 1 1th Canons afe, *' Authors 
of Schism in the Church of England censured — Maintainers 
of Schismatics in the Church of England censured. — Main- 
tainers of Conventicles censured." But it is remaAable, thiat 
though the terms " Schism," and " Schismatic" occur in some 
of the titles, they db not occur in the text, of the Canons. 
With respect to the Liturgy, the only places, in which either 
of these terms occurs, are in the Litany, and the Service for 
the King's Accession to the Throne. In this latter Service, 
the Collect used before the Epistle contains t1i6 following 
passage, ^' Let not heresies and false doctrines disturb the 
*^ peace of the Church, nor schisms and causeless divisions 
^ weaken it." Here the expression ^^ causeless divisions" 
appears to have been added for the purpose of explaining 
the word '^schisms." And it is an explanation, which is 
very consistent with the criterion adopted in the Comparative 
View ; for they who withdraw themselves from the Established 
Church, and have no plea of conscience to urge in their 
defence, undoubtedly make causeless divisions in the Church. 
The passage of the Litany, in which the word " Schism" is 
now used, stood thus in the time of Charles I. *' From all 
'* sedition, and privy conspiracy ; from all false doctrine, and 
'^ heresy; from hardness of lieart, and contempt of thy word 
^^ and commandment." But in die review of tiie Liturgy 
after the Restoration of Chsirles II, the words rebelliox 
and SCHISM were added to this passage; and they were 
added, as Wheatley justly remarks, " to deprecate in future 
** the like subversion of Church and State to what they had 
" then so lately felt.'* The terms rebellion and schism 
being added therefore to deprecate the subversion both of the 
State and of the Church in the time of Charles I, the perso^ir 
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who added those words^ must hare had in contemplation the 
religion of those, ivho had caused the rebellion^. The Schism 
thecefore, which \$ there meant, is the Schism of the Calvinists. 
Now whether their Schism was sit^l Schism, or only eTTO- 
neou9 Schism^ is a question, which I shall not undertake to 
examine. For in whatever sense we use the term Schism^ 
we have abundant reason for praying to God, that he would 
be pleased to deliver us from Schism. Indeed there never 
was a period when we had more reason to pray fervently, in 
the words ot St. Paul, Iva /in n SXIXMA iv r^ awfAoru 
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When the extensive authority, which is claimed by the 
Church of Rome in controversies of faith, was defended by 
an appeal to our Savioiv's declaration, that St. Peter was a 
rock, on which his Church should be founded,* the Romish 
writes employed an argument, in which the premised and 
the inference had so little connexion, that we may justly 
wonder at the embarrassment, which it occasioned both to 
the Lutheran and to the Calvinist Divines. For though the 
Church at large was ^' built upon the foundation of the 
*^ apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief 
comer stone;" t and though St. Peter in particular may be 
regarded as a rock, on which the primitive Church, as formed 
at Jerusalem, was originally founded;} yet between these 

* Matth. xvi. 18. 

t Ephes. ii. 20. 

I St. Peter laid the foundation for the Church of Jerusalem on the 
very day, on which the Apostles received the gifts of the Holy Ghost. * 
See Acts ii. 14—41. 47. Bishop Pearson in his Exposition of the 
Creed, Art. IX. says of the Church, « It will be necessary to take 
*' notice, that our Saviour, first speaking of it, mentioned it, as that 
<^ which then was not, but afterwards was to be, as when he said unto 
" the great Apostle, Tkau art Peterj and upon this rock I will btdld 
^^ my Church. But when he ascended into 'heaven, and the Holy 
^' Ghost came down, when Feter had converted three thowand souls ^ 
<< which wer« added to the hundred, and twenty disciples, then was 
** there a Churchy and that built upon Feter^ acconuog to our 
" Saciour's promise." ^ > 
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premises^ and the inference, that the Church of Rome tB ibe 
suprenae Churchy some intermediate positions are requiredF, 
which are either frivolous, or false. As the primitive Church 
at Jerusalem was the mother of all Churches, so all particular 
' Churches^ or the universal Church, may be justly ssud to be 
included in our Saviour's prophecy.* But then the Church 
of Rome will be included only in common with other 
Churches : and can have no claim to be Considered as meant 
especially by our Saviour. And with respect to the posiition, 
that the Church of Rome itself was founded by St. Peter, it 
is wholly destitute of truth. If St. Peter was ever at Rome, 
it is manifest both from the Acts of the Apostles, and the 
Epistles of St. Paul, that St. Paul must have arrived there 
before him. And the Epistle to the Romans proves incon* 
testably, that the Church of Rome was not founded by 
St. Peter. But even if it zms, the Church of Rom« was no 
more entitled to supremacy on that account, than the Church 
of Jerusalem. Nor was it more entitled, than the Churches 
of Ephesus, Thessalonica, and other Churches founded by 
St. Paul, whose authority was not inferior to that of St. 
Peter. Still less was it entitled to this supremacy from the 
mere circumstance, that St. Peter presided over the Church 
of Rome : for the same argument would give supremacy to 
every other Church, over which either St. Peter or St. Paul 
presided. 

But though it was so easy to confute the arguments of 
the Romish writers on this subject, both the Lutheran and 
the Calvinist Divines, from the very commencement of the 
Reformation, had recourse to the uncritical expedient of 
torturing the words of our Saviour to a meaning, which they 
cannot convey. These learned Divines could not divest 
themselves of the notion, that St. Peter was a sort of tutelary 
saint, because he was claimed by the Church of Rome ; and 
therefore in the same proportion, as the Church of Rome 
endeavoured to raise the importance of St. Peter, in the 

* Bishop Pearson, in his Exposition of the Creed, Art. IX. says 
also, « If then we reflect upon the^r*^ Church again, wfcich we found 
** constituted in the Acts, and to which all others since have been in a 
'* manner added and conjoined, &c.^ 
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s&me proportion did the followers both of Luther, and of 
Calvin, endeavour to hmer it* And as the words of the 
Latin Vulgate, Tu es PetruSj et super hanc petram adificabo 
eccksiam meamy were so interpreted by the Romish writers, 
as if that Church were the only Church, to which the words 
applied, the Lutheran and Calvinist Divines saw no other 
expedient of confuting their adversaries, than by asserting 
that the latter part of the passage applied not to St. Peter 
at all. But how could this position be established ? Our 
Saviour certainly began the conversation by addressing him- 
self to St. Peter in particular. In answer to the question, 
what opinion the Apostles had formed of our Saviour, St. 
Peter had said (Matth. xvi. I6.) " Thou art the Christ, the 
Son of tlie living God." To these words our Saviour replied, 
^' Blessed art -thou, Simon Bar-jona : for flesh and blood 
^' hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is in 
'* heaven." And then, in the words of our Greek Gospel, 
he immediately proceeded, K^^eo ie SOI Xeyw, cm av el 
IIETPOS, Koi ewl TavTti rrj IlETPAi oiKoSofMjiaa) fiov t^v 
eKkktjaiay. Now, if we argued merely from the Greek words, 
yet as IIETPOS and IIETPA differ only in their termnatians, 
the former being necessarily masculine, when used as a 
proper name, we should cohclude that our Saviour alluded 
to the meaning of that name, which he himself had given to 
that Apostle, and certainly not without a motive. The original 
name of the Apostle was Simon ; but our Saviour, whose 
language was Syriac, gave him the name of Cephoy that is 
NDO, or as the word is written in the old Syriac Version 
1^}^, which signifies both a stone, and a rock»* In Greek 
letters it was written Kn^as, with the addition of a Sigma, 
to make the termination accord with that language. Hence 
St. John relates, (ch. i. 43.) that when our Saviour first saw 
Sin^Qn, he said to him, Si) e! ^julwv 6 viw *lwva' av KXtfitjaff 
Kfjtpas, And then St. John himself subjoins the explanation, 
o €pjuiffP€V€Tai UeTpos. A comparison of this passage with 
the former is sufficient to shew, that, when our Saviour spake 

« * See Castelli Lexicon Heptaglotton, p. 17 19. where 1^1^ is 
explained by petrOy as well as by kpis. 
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of the Rock, oii wliich he would build 1m Church, he aDoded 
to the meaning of that very name, which he himself had given 
to Simon. But, if we riiould draw this inference merely in 
arguing from the Crreek words, how much more so, in.arguifig 
from the Syriac words, or the words^ which were employed 
by our Saviour himself, when the declaration was made? 
Eor in Syriac die same word, with die same termination, and 
moreover with the same punctuation, b the name of the 
.^poftkf and the name for a jRocfc.* 

Under these ciFcumstances, it seems a desperate under- 
takmg to prove, that our Saviour alluded to any other person, 
than to St« Peter: for the words of the passage can indicate no 
OUQ else. But both the Lutheran and the Calvinist Divines 
had recourse to the gratuitous supposition, that our Saviour 
explained by his gestures what he did not explain by his 
words. They ventured at least to eotijecturey that when our 
Saviour said to St. Peter^ Si; cl Uerpos, he extended his 
hand and pointed to St. Peter ; but that he immediately turned 
his handy and pcmited to himself, when he said eiri tovtyi t^ 
ireTfXj^. Such a gesticulation miui be supposed^ if our 
Saviour meant to speak of himse^: or the Apostles, with 
whom he was conversing, could not posnbly have understood 
him* But it is evident^ that the supposition is merely gratui- 
tous, and made for no other purpose^ than to find a pretext 
for a meaning previously assumed^ and assumed ^thout 
foundation^ Nor must weYorget, that such interpreters make 
our Saviour argue without object or end. If our Saviour 
intended to say, that he himself was the Rock, on which he 
should build his Church, for what possible purpose could he 
preface the assertion by saying ^' Thou art Peter t " St Peter 
could not want to be told, either who he was, or what was 

* The Syriac Version has in both instanees \gJl^ Thaft the 

Olaph makes this word of the feminine gender, when it is used as an 
appeUati'Oty cannol destroy its applicabiUty to the Apostle : for it was 
so applied, and so applied by Christ himself. Hius Fierre in French 
signifies Ftter^ though the word, when used as an appellative^ b of 
the feminine gender. Indeed nothing can better illustrate the Syriac 
words employed by our Saviour, than the French translation ^ << Tu Si 
Pierre, et sur cctte pierre, kc" 
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hk name. But it "^H %v^pom, that tfie name of Cephay or 
Ilcrpdy, was intlrbdUced' with a vieMr to a particular appKca" 
tion of the iiame> the whol<6 jMssiige is clear atld' rational. 
We then perceiVfe the reason^ why thfe xam& of CcpAa, or 
Tiirpoi, Was introdiced : we perceive that it was introduced 
as a prehkle to 1h^ Observation, that iki^neme of the Apostle 
corresponded v»4th the office of the Apostle, of the services 
Which our Saviour foresaw he Would render to the Church. 
Hence also We mtty learn our Saviour's matwe, when he gave 
to Simon the niHme of 1^1^, of Rock ; we may conclude, that 
he perceived a firmness in liie character of Simon, which 
fitted lum for the task, to which he was destined. Nor must 
we overlook the paralleMsm between our Saviour's reply to 
St Peter, and the answer, winch St. Peter had just given to 
onr Saviour. St. Peter had answered,. 2i> et o Xpurris, i 
V w Tov Qeov ToP ^(SvT09 : and our Saviour replied, Si) el 
Tlirpo^, kat eirl Toeirti Ttj nrerpq,^ otKciofii^trio fujv TtfP 
eKtcXfja-iav' The whole therefore is clear and consistent, if* 
We Suppose that our Saviour had St. Peter m contemplation 
throughout: but we deprive the passage both of consistency 
and of reason by making our Saviour turn abruptly from St. 
Peter to himself. Consequently he could not have so meard the 
passage. Yet in most of the German systems of Divinity, from 
the time of the Reformation till the middle of the eighteenth 
century, including the last edition of Gerardi Lod theologid, 
the passage is so explained. It has been supposed, diat the 
difference of the Greek tenmnations^ in the words Uirpo^ and 
Ilrrpd, was sufficient to prevent an inference from the one to 
the other. When Tl^pos is used as an appellative it signi- 
fies Vb^stoney whereas tier pa signifies a rock^ as well as a 
sfbne. And this distinction in the usage of the Gr^ft lan- 
guage has been employed as an argument, that our Saviour 
could not have alluded to St. Peter. Even Wolf, in his Cura: 
Philologicd, is inclined to this opinion. And among the 
Divines of the Reformed Church (as it iis called in opposition 
to the Lutheran) Isaac Casaubon^ in his Exereitationes ad 
Armales Barmniy p. S85. and Frederic Spanheim, in his note 
to the passage, have argued in the same manner. But I 
make no scruple to repeat whstt I asserted in the Comparative 
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View, chap. ?C- note 25. that it is an argument ** uimwrihf 
of a critic.'^ For it is surely uncritical in the highest possible 
d^ree to argue from a distinction in die Greek terminations 
Of and a, when our Saviour spake SyriaCf and employed a 
word, which m both cases has the same termination.* AAd ' 
even if our Saviour had spoken Greek, he could not have^ 
used Ilerpa as the proper name of a man. It was then a 
matter of necessity, that the masculine terminaticMi should be 
used. To argue therefore from a difference in the termina* 
tions, as if the difference were voluntary and designed, as if 
the difference were intended to distinguish the man nii-pos 
from the rock Uirpaj is certainly not very accurate reason- 
ing. Nor does it shew much critical acumen to confound 
nirpos as a proper name with Uerpos as an appellative. . 
Bengelius, in his Gnomon Nam Testamenti, y[tTy justly ob- 
serves, Herpos alias denotat lapidem; sedinSimonePe/ram: 
enimvero talem virum non conveniebat appellitari Petram 
fembina terminatione. Vicissun Matthaeus libenter scripsisset 
iwi TovT<p T^ v€Tp^f si scrmouis ratio tulisset. Quare 
hsec duo IleTyvx et tlerpo^ stant pro uno nomine, sicut unum 
utrinque nomen Kepha legitur in Syriaco. Bengelius was a 
critic, and here he argued accordingly. So was Michaelis, 
who contributed greatly to the rejection of that distinction^ 
which had been adopted by the early Lutheran Divines from 
a mere ungrounded anxiety. It is rejected also by Dr. 
Rosenmuller, in his Scholia to the New Testament, and by 
almost every other German commentator of the present age. 
It was rejected also by Grotius, by Le Clerc, and by 
L'Enfant. Nor has it met with approbation among our 
English Commentators. That it was rejected by Bishop 
Pearson, appears from a passage, which has been already 

* I must observe however injustice to Casaubon, that though in 
the heat of controversy with Baronius, he argued strenuously against 
the opinion, that our Saviour alluded to St. Peter, his zeal against 
that opinion abated before his death. For x in p. 82. of the Casau- 
hofdana, which were published from the papers he left, we find 
the following passage : Cyprianus et Hieronymus saspe dicunt, super 
Fetrum fundari Ecclesiam. Baronius L 170. omnes fere Patres> 
hac locutione usos esse, collatis eorum verbis, docet 
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quoted. Dr. Hammond, in his Note to Mattb. xvi» 18. 
explains the word Rock, not of Christ, but of St. Peter. 
He says the very name of THrpo^ is " applicable to the 
person of St Peter in respect of the Church." Dr. Whitby 
has argued at considerable length in- favour of the same 
opinion. Poole also applies the word Rock to SL Peter y 
though, with some other Divines, he makes a distinction 
between the person of St. Peter, and the confession of St. 

. Peter, namely, his confession that. Jesus was the Christ. 
Indeed this refinement is not of modem invention : for 
Casaubon, in his Exercitationes ad Annates Baronii, p., 280, 
has collected various examples from the Greek and Latin 
Fathers to the same purport. For instance, Chrysostom hav- 

. ing quoted the words iirl Tovrri T17 mTpq.j adds TovritTTi, 
T^ Triarei r^ 'OMOAOriAS. Augustine also explains 
' super banc petranC by ' super banc fidem.* Also Basilius 
Seleucensis says, Toi/nyv t^p 'OMOAOriAN trerpav KCLKetrais 
o Xpi<rTos IlETPON ow/ua^ei. Now whatever distincticm 

. be made between the person of St. Peter and the confessi&n 
of St. Peter, such explanations still refer the expression eiri 
T^ verp^ to St. Peter, and not to Christ. . But Dr. Clarke 
in his Note to this passage, says, " That the Rock here 
'* mentioned is not the confession, but the person of Peter, 

. ** seems plain from the construction of the words." Dr. 

. Doddridge, having quoted the opinion of Dr. Clarke, adds, 
that " it seems to suit best with the conriectionJ* Dr. Wells 
has ^ paraphrased our Saviour's address in the following 

. manner : '^ Thou art Peter, i. e. a Rock, so named by. me 

. ^^ as foreseeing that by thy comtancy in this confession after 

. ^ my resurrection and ascension, thou shalt eminently he 
^^ what thy name imports^ viz. a firm and i^nmoveable pro- 
'^ fessor of the truth. And, as upon the foundation of my 
'^ Apostles in general, so upon Thee, this Rock, in a spe- 

, '^ cial manner, namely, as the first and most eminent part 
*^ of the foundation I will build my Church!' Dr. Macknight, 
in Jiis 'Harmony, again applies the word to St. Peter. He 
says, " In allusion to his surname of Peter, which signifies 
*^ a Rock, Jesus promised, that he should have a principal 

.^.hand in establishing his kingdom. The Christian Church 
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'^ was to Jbe erected en his ^laboiirs, es ft solid foundatioii^ 
''' so that it should never be destWjFed.'' Dr. Campbell 
translates the passage, ** Thou art named Rock, and-jopon 
this Rock I will buiU my Church/' Tliis transhdion, inde- 
pendently of Dr. Campbell's Note» sufficiently shews in what 
sense he understood it. Bishop Pearce explains the passage 
in a manner peculiar to himself: bitf he still applies the 
. wonl mrpa to St. Peter • As mrpos sigmfies a stone, and 
irerpa signifies both a n)ck and a sf one, he accommodates 
die latter to the. fcmner, and translates, eiri t^ Trerpq, ** upon 
this stoned In this mann^ wi t^ wrp^ is made to har- 
monise widi the naame of the, Apoitky .even when verpa^ is 
used as a GnA aippdUBtioe. It is trae that die building of 
a CSmrch upon a stcme is a diing not very intdligible : and 
Bishop Pearce felt himself reduced to the necessity of .seek- 
ing %figi»ratioe sense for the word s^one, in which. he was 
not veiy successful. But the very attempt to procure die 
same meanii^ for TteTpos and irerpa shews, that in the 
opinion of Qishop Pearce the expression etn rr^ mrp^ 
refers, not to Christ, but to St. Peter. To die Conanen- 
tones on Matdi. xvi. 18. might be added several Sermons 
on this text. Bat it will be sufficient to ^quote a Sermon 
by Bishop Beveridge (Vol. I. Serm. vii), and anodier by 
Kshop Hurd (Vol. III. Smn. xix), in both, of which the 
woid ^ Rock" is referred, not to Christ, but to St Peter. 
In short; diat expression has been so generally referred to 
St. Peter by English I^vines, Aat when I translate < the 
Introduction of Michaelis, I had never heard of an exception. 
I ^ooMtted therefore the. translation of a Note, in which 
Michaelis had argued for the opinion that the word Rook in 
Matth. xvi. 18. applied to St. Peter : and I assigned as a 
reason for the omission, (Vol. I. p. 383.) that *^ I have 
-never heard of any English Divine that doubted it'' 

The preceding remarks on* the celebrated passage Mattb. 
xvi. 18. will serve, I hope, as a sufficient apology for my 
having reprinted, without alteration, the 25th Note to Chap. X. 
of the Comparative View. And mthout such an apology I 
could not have ventured to reprint it, as it has been severely 
c^Bsured by a Prelate of great kamiag, and great importance. 
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The plac€j where it has been subjected to this censure, is 
not indeed exactly the place, where readers- in general would 
expect to find it For it is contained in the following publi- 
cation ; ** A Letter to the Honourable and Bight Reverend 
** the Lord Bishop of Durham, oa the origin of the Pelasgi^ 
" and on die original name and pronunciation of the Sialic 
** Digamma, in answer to Professor Marsh'.s Hara Pelasgka. 
*' By the. Bishop of St. David's." The objections whi<£ the 
Bishop of St. David's has made to the Hore Pelasgua, will 
be noticed in due season. At present I am concerned only 
with his objections to my explanation of Matth. xvi. 18. 
which form both the begkmif^ and the end of his remarks on 
the Pelasgi. I have asserted, wad ^/e// assert, that our Saviour 
alluded to St. Peter, and not to himself j when he spake of 
the Rock, oa which the Church should be fowded. I h»ve 
asserted, and still assert, that the true import of the words 
Si; el nirfio^, koi iwl Tai/rjy t^ ncerpa k. t. X. was this, 
** Thou art Rock in namey and shdt be Rock in deed, for on 
thee, 8lc.'' But as hundreds and thousands have asserted, 
that Christ, and not St. Peter, was tlie Rock to which allusion 
was made, I have certainly no reason, either to wonder, or 
to comi^ain, diat the Bishop of St. David's should prefer the 
f>arty, which I oppose, to the party which I espouse. It is 
a subject, on which every man has a right to entertain his 
oem opinion. But I sincerely lament that his Lordship, ' 
instead of making his objections with the calmness of a critic, 
has urged them with all the feelings of personal asperity. He ' 
considers the Note in question as a kind of insult to his, 
Lordship's opinion in particular y though I neither mentioned 
the name of his Lordship, nor said any thing, by which his 
Lordship could be particularly distinguished. Why then 
should his Lordship be so offended at my opposing an 
opinion, which is so far from being peculiar to his Lordship, 
that he has merely repeated wh^t almost e^ery Lutheran and 
Calvinist Divine had asserted from the. time of the Reforma* 
tion to the middle of the last century 1 Yet one should sup- 
pose from his Lordship's language, as well as from his Lord- 
ship's feelings, that the opinion was his own invention. He 
even begins his pamphlet with these words, '* Hie Protectant * 
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*' sense, which / have given to the passage in St. Matthew's 
^ Gospel, concerning the rock of the Christian Church, &c.'* 
His Lordship should rather have said, ^^ The sense, Mrhich J, 
** in common with hundreds of commentators, 8lc." And with 
respect to his Lordship in particular, I can assure him, that 
his pamphlet entitled *' Christ, and not St. Peter, the RocJc 
of the Christian Church/' never catne within my notice, till 
it was re-pririted in the second volume of the '* Churchman 
Armed," and in the same year (1814) in which the Com- 
parative View was printed. Which of the two pubiicktions 
first left the press I cannot say : but this I cain safely say, 
tiiat my own book was published before I had either seen the 
other, or knew any thing of the other. My copy of the 
'* Churchman Armed," was sent to me as a present, by a 
much respected friend, who well knows, that he sent it some 
months after the appearance of the Comparative View. 
I might consider therefore the publication of his Lordship's 
pamphlet in the " Churchman Armed,'* as a personal attack 
upon mCy with as much reason as his Lordship considers the 
Note in question as a personal attack upon Mm, But let us 
suppose, that I had both seen and read the pamphlet, for 
which his Lordship feels so much tenderness : to what, even 
in that case, would the offence amount, of which his Lord- 
ship complains f Simply to this ; that whereas hi» Lordship 
had joined the ranks of one numerous party, I had ventured 
to join the ranks of another numerous party, and, believing 
that the former party had argued very uncritically, I took the 
m)erty to my so. And since every new examination of the 
nabject serves only to confirm me in that opinion, I cannot 
possibly renounce it, though I at present know his Lordship's 
dislike to it. However '^ uncourteous*' his Lordship may 
consider a dissent from his Lordship's opmion, I cannot sub- 
, scribe to a doctrine, which in my conscience I believe to be 
false. If indeed his Lordship will supply me with argu- 
ments, sufficient to confute my present opmion, I will 
endeavour to renounce it : for his Lordship well knows that 
endeavours of that sort are not always successful. But then 
be must furnish me with other arguments, than those which 
hj& has giv^n in his late publication : for they are such| as 
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have heeot ite{>eale(tty urged, and repeatedly Mswerei. He 
Gontends ^at ititpa -cannot refbr to Uerpo^, tbe name 6f the', 
A{>oittle^ b^eattfte itirpo$, as an appellative, signifies ststmie, 
wheread ir«r|(Mi signifies a roei. Andfttongh in Syriac th^' 
flieune ^it>rd, with the same termination. Is used in both places, 
yet even histe^ says hill Lordsdiip, there is a distbetion : fo/ 
Cepha, when used as an appellative, is femitdnt, wherealT 
Cepha^ M4ien n^d for the name of a man^ is masculine. But 
as it is ttnoe^essary to dwell any longer on suth argmnenti^,' 
I wib ^V^eeed to Afe last passagie of his Postscript; wherfe he 
has giv^i- a $ummdryot1iie evidence against me^ > 

^ Tict Professor's interpretation of our Sdi^nr's Wordi 
'^ U inadmissible on ihatiy accounts. Fact and kisiory Rt^ 
** agailiit it. The Church of Christ was not built o{i St. 
'* P^tef • The Greek text is against it The SifriAc Vefmii 
'^ is againsf it. And, beside ChrysosTtom and Angui^tiiie/ 
*^ some of &e highest critical authorities sitice the RefOriha- 
** tiDit are i^inst it : Casaubon in hid' Exercifotioinei^ 
*^ Bar6dianse, Schmidius in his Notes on the NewTe^taMent, 
** Spaifheim in his Opera Theologica, Vol. III. and Bishbp' 
*^ Ho#riey in his Sermons, Vol. I." 

Here indeed is a host of evidence against the opinion 
lliat our Sdvioir aikideA to Tler/oo^, when l^e used the ex^ 
pressioii M TouTtf *rij iterfiq. But when this e^dence is 
weighed in the balance, it will be found miserably wanting^, 
In the first place, fact and history ate not against it: for diei 
frimitive Choreic ttie Chntch of Jerosalenf, was fotinded by! 
St. Peter^ as I havef shewn already. Secondly, the Greek 
lext is not against it : for the (Merence between Herpo^ and 
UeTpuy wbidn lleTpof is a proper name, is no argument 
agaio^ the reference dom one to the other. Thirdly, die 
Syriac text is decidedly in its favour, as every one must 
know, who is acquainted with that language. . Fourthly^ 
Chrysostom and Augustiiie «*e so^ fsa frwB referring the woivb. 
htl TWTir T^ 'trirfiq^ to our Sof^i&ur, that they refer thetfi 
eipressly to St. Peter ^ as I have shewn already.* In respect 

* In the passage above quoted horn Chrysostom, as well as in^ 
the passage quoted from Augustine, eir* r^ virp^ is referred to 
St, Feter^ though a distinction is made in those passages, between 

c the 
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to Casattbon and Spanheim, his Lonbfaip u fwi, quataken :' 
and these are the onlj two examples in which he is right. 
Though he might have found a hundred examples among the 
old German Divines^ who assert with his Lordship, that 
** Christ, and not St. Peter,** was the rock, to which allusion 
was made, he has unfortunately selected an example^ which 
forms an exception to the rule. For Schmidius' expneadjr 
r/sfers eirl ravrrj r^ irirpq, to St* Peter, though, like somfe 
other Divin^y he distinguishes between the ctmfessioH . of 
St. Peter and the person of St, Peter. He even argues from 
veTfKL to Tlerpoiy and calls it Allusio irapavofjuurruai. But 
his Lordship'^s attempt to enlist Bishop Horsley into his 
servipe (the only English Divine whom he has mentioned) is 
still more extraordinary. For Bishop Horsley is sp far from 
assertii^ widi his Lordship, that *' Christ, and not St..Peter,'* 
was the rock to which allusion was made; that in the : very 
volume to which his Lordship refers the reader. Bishop 
|IorsIey has taken great pains to shew that the words iwl 
TjauTif rri ireTpq., must apply to St. Peter. Surely there- 
ibre his Lordship can have read only Bishop Hor^ley's text ; 
for if he had read the Sermon^ he would have hardly ventured 

HhA person of St. Peter and ^htftatk of St Peter. But I have lately 
examined the works of Chrysostom with a view to this very text, and 
have found various passages, in which Chrysostom speaks generally 
of St. Peter, as the rock or foundation of th^ Christian Church. For 
iBSfeanee in the . Bendlicttoe edition, Tom. II. p. SCO. he says, 
HETPON U 6Tap \erm, rqV DETPAN X^» r^pdfiffayH, t^ 
KPimiAA TuV a<rd\€VTov. In Tom. VI. p. 124.. he calb St, 
Peter again »/ KPHniS -rij^ €KKX»y<na9 : and in p. 282. 6 9EME- 
Al02 Tif? €KK\fifrifK, In Tom. IX. p. 790. he again says that St. 
Peter was ff KPHIIIS ny? ci»eXf|(ria«, 6 OWTtil THrpo^, Koi t^ 
'ONOMATI Kal.Tf nPAFMATI. Atoitbuoon indeed is of opinion, 
that the Homily, in which this last passage is contained,^ was not 
written by Chrysostom. But Seville has published the same Homily 
in his edition of Chrysostom, Tom. VI. p. 927. without expressing 
any such suspicion. And the word K^fjirW, which Chrysostom has 
on other occasions applied to St. Peter, is rather an argument in 
favour of the passage. Biit whether Chrysostom was th^ author of 
this passage or not, the three first are sufficient to shew his opinion. 
And whoever was Ae author of the words IIcVpoc, koi rf ONOMATI 
fMt) Ty nPArMATI, their agreement with my explanation, " Thou 
ait Rock in name^ and shalt be Rock in deedt" is worthy of notice. 



fb support his own opinion by a reference to an author, whose 
works were both accessible, and intelUgible to every reader* 
Bishop Horsley's text in Vol. I. Sermon 13, is the passage 
in question: and his object is to prove, that our Saviour not 
only alluded to St* Peter, but to St. Peter exclusively. He 
complains in p. 275, that " among the Divines of the re- 
'^ formed Churches, especially the Calvinists, it hath been a 
*^ favourite notion, that St. Peter himself had no particular 
^^ interest in the promises, which seem in this passage to be 
" made to him." But says Bishop Horsley in p. 279, 
^' I would ask, in what way any one person of a numerous 
** company can be more pointedly addressed^ in what way can 
^^ a discourse be more expressly confined and limited in ex^ 
^^ elusion of the rest, than by calling that one person by his 
^* proper name, adding to his proper name his patronymic, 
'^ and subjoining to that distinct compellation these express 
^^ words^ * I say unto thee f '" Again, says Bishop Horsley 
in p> 282, ^^ When . Simon, son of Jonah, first became a 
'* follower of our Lord, our Lord gave him the name of 
*^ Cephas or ihe Rock, which passed into the equivalent word 
** of the Greek language, Petros^ Here we see that Bbhofi 
Horsley does not confound TLerfyo^ as a proper name with 
Ilcr/oov.as an appellative^ but allows that Hirpoi as the name 
of the Apostle is equitaknt to the Syriac term Cepha. But 
the passage, which most distinctly marks. Bishop Horsley^s 
' opinion is in p. 289. ^' The first part of the promise that 
*^ the Church shoidd be built upon a Rock^ is contained in 
^ these words of our Lord to St. Peter^ * I say unto thee, 
*^ that thoii art Peter, and upon this Rock, or, as the words 
^^ might be better rendered, on this self-same Rock, I will 
** bmld my Church : which may be thus paraphrased, ^ Hiou 
^' hast now shewn the propriety of .the name, which I have 
*^ given thee, taken from a rock : for thou hast about thee 
^^ that which hath in it the likeness of a rock ; and upon diis 
** selfsame rocky thing will I build my Church." Bishop 
Horsley therefore argues from Xlerpa to tlcrpos, and con- 
siders it as a reason, why St. Peter was exclusively meant. 
He takes care indeed fo explain the fgurative uuk of the word 
Rock on this occasion : and no one will coniead, that St^ 
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peter was- $t. rock ia die literal aecepMiw of ike wordL 
Hence he afterwards distinguishes (as aom^ other Divines had 
done before) the person of St. P^ter from St. Peters CW- 
fession of faith. But this does qpt prevent the : applieatioa 
from being made to St. JP^ter, and to jSt- Pete^ akrne. !« 
vvhatever.ivay the application \>e egffiair^f tJbQ appiieatioft 
^'1^^ remains unalt^ed, At %tt ^veatj» it is aa eitplanation 
into which I did not enter ; and tberefQl-^ it cfoitains aothiiig 
contradictory to my Note. I considered dt0 referaace as 
ex^ining itsjdf* The immediate i^sioil was to the name 
of the Apostle : from the nva^ oyr S^yiiv^r, argiied to the 
meaning of th^ name : and the maaniiig of the name was 
applied to designate the future s^rw^ of the Apeslle^ aa 
services correspoadifig with the oame. I do not.see therefore 
any ground for a distinction between the j^ersoii of the Apostle 
W the^aiM of tlie Apostle : for bo)h the cme «ad the other 
were employed w the perfomfance of the tmh which was 
committed to his cace. His tuiik opsrited thi^angh- bis 
person. 

. Bill wbalev^ be my own c^idiw ab^ut the passage m 
l|uestion, I have qp desjire tq ii^lerfe^e wUh Ae <2ipim<m enter- 
tained by the Bishop of $t« JP^i4's« I mts* ^^ r^ueat 
bis Lordship to abstain kom vaiskm tb^plagicid repioache^ 
with philological researches, and from endeavowng to excite 
^ prejudice ag^ist the persm of his .adversary , before he 
examines the .(^tgHmefvts of bis adversaiy*. .The very first 
fRfovds of his letter to the Bisb^ ol Gmtoni ve^ '' The 
** ProUst^f^ eepse^ wbkb I have gtv«» to. the passage in 
'^St. Matthews Qospel/^^oiH^emogth^ ro^ic of the Chris^an 
f ^ Churchy ^c.*^. A*^ ^ the nexft pafipe h^-my^ agoiOf '' i ^^ 
f^ anxious, that tjp^ Proitst^nii wojitf wMeh I conceive- lo be 
. V deeply iMf^sied m ^ rig^ a^^e^ptationi of our SaviiNir^ 
** words, &€•" H0; tbils iX^rji d^ly inatnnates, that his 
adversary, though author of the. Omp$nat^ View, explaias 
the Scriptures in a popi$h hens^^ - But this is not the first 
time that hia I^dijclship has taken .these unwanteteifc Ubertie^* 
In the Chaige delivered to the Qeigy of his Diocese in 
September )B19, and printed^ tbei? reqliest» he informed 
tfiemj ^jl { wawst^ined a princililo ofm ^^Mnti^Pr^e^nt 
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^mplezion :'' * and this merely because I had published 
^^ Aa Inquiry into the consequences of neglecting to give the 
Prayer- Book with the Bible." But his Lordship should hav^ 
been thankful for a publication, which greatly contributed 
to. promote the distribution of the Prayer*Book^ at a peripd 
when there was imminent danger of its being neglected, from 
ihefake^aj^lieation of the maxim, that the Bible, and the 
Bible only, is the religion of the Protestant That insinua* 
tioDs of popery were urged in the heat of controversy, or in 
the vehemence of auxiliary declamations, affords :1qss matter 
of surprise. But that a grave and learned Bf$hop should 
deliberately inform his Clergy, that a Professor of Divinity 
in the University of Cambridge entertained principles of au 
^' anii'Praiestant complexion," because he argued for the 
distribution of that book, which dittinguisf^s the Cburchnum, 
must really excite astonishment. Do we cease^ to be Prth' 
iestants because we are Churchmml And- can we distinguish 
Protestant Churchmen from P^oleatant Dusenfcrs by any 
other means, than by using and distributing both Bible and 
Prayer-Book? Shall w^ confound the aKtiq/J^^ pf. the Bible 
with the diUribuiiwi of th^ Bih}e,,.and avgue, that because 
the Bible is the. sole authority ia matters of faith, ; the Bibl^ 
only shall housed and dispihUfidh^fh^ faithi^^, 1 upd^- 
stand .that his Lordship Ainue^ jh^is.. published a pafiphlet 
entitled, '' The Bible, aipd nothiiHS but tbe i^i^e^ the re- 
ligion of the Church of Engjb^n^." I have never seen the 
pamphlet^ and therefore c(o not preteqd to judg^ of it-: but 
&9 title is (certainly a very jnjudicions. one. . pQr. it coj^ytajnr 
a proportion, wl^ch is; w^ ofUy!fj^djie' in ^e. senile, . thc^fj^ 
true in ^another, but is fal^e in that a^nse, in w)ii<^ it is pio^t 
likely tp be imderstood. and i^yplif^* The prc4fOfitiap.l1 
^e in reff&rence to the autharitg, of l))^^ Bible : fos; the Chfirc|i 
of Englfind founds its Articles of Faith on the ^^ Bible, and 
nothing but; the Bib^^'' whe^a^i the Church (^ BiOme io^nd,s 
it^ Artioles of faith on Ag BibkandTrad^im.. But the 

*Seep.23. In tliis pageh^ daea not mmtion ale hj nitmify 
though ncone could doubt whom he meant. But Uat a doubt should 
lemain he took care to mtrodvce my nam^ p a -subsequent note. 
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propositioii is not tme, nvhen it is understood with reference 
to the use and distribtiHon of the Bible. The religion of the 
Church of Ef^land is promoted By the use and distribution 
of both Bible and Prayer-Book. Take away die Prayer- 
Book, and^ though we remain Protestants, we become 
Dissenters. Surely a Bishop should not forget, that the 
rejection of the Prayer-Book in the time of Charles I, was 
the very thing, vihich overturned the Church. But the pro- 
position, is very useful for the advocates of the British and 
Foreign Bible Society, a subject, which his Lordship could 
not refrain from introducing in his Letter to die Bishop of 
Durham on tlie Pelasgi and Molic Digamma. 1 have long 
ceased to argue about that Society ; but his Lordship's re- 
mark is so deserving of attention, that I cannot disregard it. 
He speaks in p. 3. of " the Bible Society, for whose general 
*^ principle of universally distributing the Scriptures, and the 
*^ general measure of uniting all denominations of ChrisUans, 
*^ or not Christians, in this Christian-like duty, I am an 
** humble advocate.'' The words here printed in Italics are 
so printed by his Lordship ; he must therefore intend to limit 
his approbation of the Society to its general principle of dis- 
tributing the Scriptures. But the excellence of this general 
principle no one has evei" disputed. It is a principle which 
this Bible Society has in common with the other Bible 
Society, or the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge ; 
and therefore the objecdon to the former applies not to the 
principle itself but to things, which are connected with that 
principle in die former Society, but not in die latter. And 
from the stress, wUch his Lordship lays on the term general 
principle f' it is evident that he does not undertake to defend 
every thing in the c2e/atl of die Society. And if his Lordship 
really Afl5 discovered any dimg wrong* in the detail of the 
Society, if he has discovered any thing suspicious in the view* 
of any of its members, it is a pity that his Lordship did not 
make die discovery, before the Methodists and Dissienter^ 
had acquired such power, and acquired it by the aid of that 
Society. The true policy of Qiurchmen would have befen a 
general association of Churchmen with Churchmen, for the 
purpose of promoting the use and distribution of bodi Bible 
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and Prayer-Book. Such an association would have been a 
protection for the Church, and consequently a protection for 
the purest form of Christianity. At the same time^ it might 
have abstained from interfering in the faith and worship of 
other Christians ; it might have abstained from all bitterness 
and evil-speaking against those, whose religious opinions are 
different from our own. Yet, notwithstanding this exercise 
of Christian charity, it would have given np encouragement 
to those who dissent from us; it would not iave increased 
the power of those* whose views, in their very nature, are and 
must be, hostile to the Establishment. Unfortunately for the 
Church of England, a contrary policy has been adopted : and 
it is now, I fear, too late to retrace our steps. It is at all 
events too late to repair the evil already done. But I will 
not pursue any further a subject already exhausted. I will 
only observe, that though I could easily have confuted his 
Lordship's accusation, I purposely abstained from it» as I 
thought that there was already dissension enough in the 
Church. The Bishop of St. David's may argue as much as 
he pleases about the Pelasgi and the MoUc Digamma. Our 
controversies on that subject can do no harm to the Church. 
But it is not a matter of indifference to the Church, when 
two writers who are equally attached to it, and equally zealous 
for its welfare, are opposed to each other in the concerns of 
the Church. I wished therefore to avoid a controversy with 
the Bishop of St. David's on theological subjects. But 
forbearance has been mistaken by his Lordship for imbecility; 
and he has renewed his accusation, because it was not answered 
at first. With respect however to the charge of popery, aa 
applied to the explanation of the passage in question, I am 
contented to share it in company vnth the most distinguished 
among the English Divines who have commented on this 
passage. For, if it is popery to explain of St. Peter the 
rock, on which our Saviour declared that he would build his 
Ohurch, the charge of popery attaches to Bishop Pearson, to 
Bishop Beveridge, to Bishop Pearce, to Bishop Hurd, and to 
Bishop Horsley: it attaches to Dr. Hammond, to Dr. 
Whitby^ to Dr. Qarke, and to Dr. Wells : it attaches to 
Dr. Doddridge, Dr. Campbell, and Dr. Macknight. 
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I will now close this Appfendix witK the etam^st request 
that Ckwcbiaen woold seriously attend^ not to one only, but 
to ail the dangers, which threaten the Established Church. 
It is necessary to guard against the encroachments of the 
Church of Rome: and for- that reasob I wrote the Com*' 
parative View. But while we guard ag^nst encroachments 
fromAe Church of Rome, let us not overlook the conse-^ 
quentea 4d encrpachlnetlts Stotn other quarters. ' 
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